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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this phenomenological, single case study was to evaluate the innovative
programming of an Academic Resource and Social Emotional Learning (AR/SEL) Advisory
Period at one large suburban public high school in the southeastern United States. The AR/SEL
Advisory Period incorporates academic, mindfulness, and mental health initiatives, in tandem
with relationship building tools for adults and students. The AR/SEL Advisory Period aims to
provide an equitable learning environment where all students have an opportunity to develop
high quality relationships with adult mentors and peers, as well as experience a sense of
belongingness and community of care. The question that guided the evaluation was: How do
the assistant principals, school-based leadership team members, department chairs, and academy
leaders perceive the AR/SEL Advisory Period embedded within the school day at one large,
comprehensive, public high school? I conducted semi-structured interviews and focus groups
with key stakeholders (assistant principals, school-based leadership team members, department
chairs, and academy leaders) and collected archival documents at the program, school, and
district levels. Grounded theory was used to analyze interview and focus group data, and Stake
(1995) informed the narrative development of the case study. Key themes include relationship
building; connection to a community of care; creation of a clear mission and vision for the
program; curriculum building and growth; as well as strengths and areas of growth for the
program. Implications for my scholarly practice are to include the voices of all teachers and
students at PHS to further improve the program. Future research directions include implementing
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the AR/SEL Advisory Period at other high schools, as well expanding to other grade levels
throughout the district, state, and nation.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION
The reason I am inextricably bound to this phenomenological, single case study is I am
the principal of Panacea High School1 (PHS) and the creator of the Academic Resource and
Social Emotional Learning (AR/SEL) Advisory Period. Before becoming principal, I was an
assistant principal at PHS for three and a half years. I have the unique privilege of having served
as a performing arts teacher, director, and department chair for seventeen years at PHS, before
becoming the assistant principal. This career trajectory gave me the opportunity to possess an
unparalleled perspective of the changes within the school. The vicissitudes of historical
leadership paradigms and shifting foci for faculty staffing models and master scheduling directly
impacted the decisions for student supports and universal equitable practices. The PHS
communities of care and engagement strategies strained under these conditions.
It was a bit past 11:30 a.m. on a Saturday in December of 2018. I was out of my element,
on a busy street corner in San Antonio, just outside of the massive Henry B. Gonzalez
Convention Center, and yet, I was feeling elated. As a principal of a large, community public
high school, I had been invited to present at a major educational conference. Now, with the two
presentations and scholarly talks completed, I had a whole afternoon to decompress. I was
excited about exploring the city and enjoying its unique cuisine, as well as the balmy weather.
Then, I glanced at my phone and saw multiple missed calls from my school resource officer

1

Panacea High School is a pseudonym
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deputies, several teachers, assistant principals, and the sergeant from the county sheriff’s office.
This could not be good, and it wasn’t.
On that December day, I received the news we had lost a student to suicide. It was my
first year as principal, at a school I not only had served in for years, but also the high school
where both of my grown children had graduated from and where my youngest child was
currently a freshman. I felt as though I had failed. How could we have missed the desperation
this student was experiencing and would eventually be unable to survive? Chloe2 had fantastic
grades, an impressive GPA, and was more than on track to graduate. In fact, she was on her way
to graduating with high honors. Yet, the disturbing evidence uncovered revealed many of the
activities, connections, and communities of care in which Chloe had been engaged during her
elementary and middle school years were nonexistent in her high school career. Just six months
later, another devastating tragedy would occur that would again shake our school community to
the core.
The door to my hotel room in the Dominican Republic had just closed, and I could not
wait to feel the sun on my shoulders and to listen to the calming lap of the waves. I was going to
try to reflect on my first 12 months as principal, while also attempting to unplug for a few days.
Then, I looked down at my cell phone. It must have synced into some sort of connection suddenly
because seemingly in an instant, 15 text messages and 27 missed calls appeared. The worry and
guilt about being away from the responsibility of my job that I had tried to push out of my mind
on the flight over came raging back. The list of missed calls and urgent text messages were
achingly familiar: assistant principals, deputies, teachers, and coaches. I was dreading the
discovery of the content of these messages.
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My trepidation was well-founded. A beloved member of our student body and varsity
football team was riding her bike home from work the night before and had been struck and
killed by a drunk driver. At PHS, we define our daily mantra as “living a life of purpose,
respect, and grit,” and this student embodied this approach. Despite facing challenging
circumstances and obstacles in her life, this student was thriving at our school. As a rising
senior, she was connected to at least one community of care and had strong peer relationships at
the time of her tragic death. The inspirational legacy of our ‘forever’ student and the cautionary
tale of our ‘fallen’ student have proven to be a catalyst for me as a school leader to create an
experience for our entire student population at PHS to have access to communities of care and an
equitable learning environment in order to not just survive but to thrive. Now, let’s take a
quantum leap forward to catapult us to March 2020.
It was the day before our spring break in the 2019-20 school year was to begin. My area
superintendent sat before me in my office to perform my mid-year review and evaluation, where I
was trying to determine what his furrowed brow and stressed countenance meant. I reassured
myself our leadership team and I had fostered historic academic growth at PHS. The faculty,
inspired by our School Based Leadership Team (SBLT), had just voted to infuse an alternative
bell schedule for the 2020-21 school year which freed 33 minutes in the school day morning
whereby we could embed an Academic Resource/Social Emotional Learning (AR/SEL) Advisory
period to provide respite, connection, and motivation for every student at PHS. I thought my
boss would be emanating satisfaction, not apprehension, when I suddenly recalled the New York
Times article I had read earlier describing a virus that would supersede any new normal we
could have ever imagined. My supervisor’s phone was ringing non-stop, and his text message
notifications dinged mercilessly. I said to him, “We are not going to get through this review
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today, are we?” He replied, “I don’t know how we are going to get through this school year, or
the next one! The projection is that this virus, COVID-19, is not going away anytime soon.”
Everything in education, and our world, was about to change forever!
Background and Statement of the Problem
The educational ecosystem where I serve as principal is a large (2,112 students) community high
school on Florida’s central west coast. Recent highlights of Panacea High School’s benchmark
programs include the acquisition of a Bill and Melinda Gates grant for Personalized Learning
and an Educational Leadership Residency for the Innovates System Design Team and Leadership
Cabinet with High Tech High in San Diego, California to infuse Project-Based Learning. These
initiatives cultivate our distinction in becoming a “wall-to-wall” academy high school. We also
were one of only eight high schools in the nation to receive the distinction of being a National
Model School. Our students demonstrate engagement, and faculty morale is on the rise. The
overall graduation rate for PHS has soared nearly 10 percentage points in one year to a peak of
98.7%, and 100% of our African American students are graduating on time, for the fifth year in a
row. In addition, our Latinx scholars’ academic achievement is on the rise. However, some
troubling statistics remain immovable. For our school and district, the impact of the seemingly
impermeable paradigm of students “falling through the cracks” was accentuated by the
realization that the continual decline of our Department of Education school grade seemed
unstoppable as well.
In every academic and school grade data report cell, PHS demonstrated a decade long
downward spiral. According to PHS’s ESSA (The Florida Department of Education’s Every
Student Succeeds Act) data, as well as our latest trends for the BTAG (Bridging The
Achievement Gap) plan for Black students, PHS continued to register a sharp decline. The
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academic achievement and significant learning gains growth of our most struggling, lower
quartile students seemed to be out of reach. The teenagers who comprised the lower quartile of
our school’s population in assessment scores continued to, year after school year, display not
even a small or incremental increase in these data points.
The pervasive pattern of failure these students were experiencing was heartbreaking to
observe from an educational, behavioral, and social standpoint and was frustrating for the
adolescents themselves. These students, the Project Z group, (a title giving homage to their
generational place in life and almost final educational opportunity afforded them) needed a
lifeline. Through disaggregation of the district’s student learning gains report, as well as our
behavior systems database, I discovered that an almost perfect microcosm of our school’s
demographic population was representative of these most at-risk Project Z students. These
learners were experiencing the most abysmal learning gains, assessment scores, and behaviorally
punitive measures. These struggling and persistently unsuccessful students were also affecting
seven out of the eight grade cells on the Department of Education (DOE) School Grade “report
card” for PHS. The Project Z students, originally identified as high risk due to their lack of
success in eighth grade, were continuing with this negative trend upon matriculation to the ninth
grade. However, their lagging academic and behavioral success, as well as the unique narrative
that is interwoven in their tell-all-tales from their pasta, outlines consistent missed opportunities
for growth, success, belongingness, mentorship, and peer-to-peer connection.
Project Z was not the only student group in need at PHS. Our learners who comprised
the Exceptional Student Education (ESE) and the English Language (EL) learners’ subgroups
revealed these student populations at PHS had been and continued to exist on our campus as if
they were “invisible.” The realization for most of the Project Z students, as well as our school’s
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entire at-risk, ESE, and EL student populations, was that holistic educational success is an
unattainable goal. The experience of learned helplessness (Seligman, 1967) and occurrences of
cyclical failure (D’Mello, Person, & Lehman, 2009) have the potential to create a fixed mindset
(Dweck, 1999) and low self-efficacy (Bandura, 1965, 1997, 2006). This, in turn, may result in
students struggling academically, socially, and emotionally both in school and in extra-curricular
activities. It may also result in the absence of high-quality relationships with peers and mentors
in school, which creates a sense of school belonging.
A troubling and sobering statistic around survivability was manifesting itself with our
high achieving students at PHS. The advanced placement and gifted cohort data revealed mental
health issues that ranged from anxiety and stress to self-injury and suicide ideation. The pressure
of maintaining or sustaining perfection academically was proving to be too much to manage.
Most shocking of all was every few years a student of PHS had died by suicide. Suicide is the
second leading cause of death among young people ages 10 to 24 (Blum, Gates, Qureshi, 2011).
While many factors may lead to this horrifying phenomenon, reoccurring trends of the lack of
ability to persevere, non-engagement, lack of mentorship or peer-to-peer relationships in the
school setting, apathy, and mental health issues repeatedly surface as major mitigating factors.
Furthermore, the mid-level learners, who were a targeted subgroup for engagement through the
Gates’ Grant, were expressing these same factors and not reaching their potential or reaching out
for more rigorous coursework opportunities. This “regression to the mean” was a lost
opportunity and requisite failure at PHS to cultivate a much-needed growth mindset (Dweck,
1999) in these students.
Another disturbing reality at PHS was the lack of access and equitable opportunities in
Advanced Placement (AP) and Dual Enrollment (DE) coursework for our Black, Brown, ESE,

6

and EL subgroup students. AP potential reports, PHS’s acceleration data, and equity training
exposed our deficiencies in these areas; we were still woefully behind in righting this wrong.
Although the student narratives at PHS are unique and evolving, an overarching, recapitulating
theme for student success is belongingness in a community of care, connection to an adult
mentor, and at least one peer connection (Keay, Lang, & Frederickson, 2015).
Despite the substantial critical work that has been produced on communities of care,
school belongingness, and equitable opportunities to rigorous coursework, a clear and consistent
pathway to these outcomes is elusive for many students. Through my doctoral studies, the tragic
loss of 2 PHS students with differing high school experiences during my first year as principal,
and the unprecedented educational landscape during the COVID-19 pandemic; I concluded that
an integral link to success for high school students was a community of care, resulting in a
meaningful connection to at least one adult and peer in school (Boyd & Menlo, 1984). Yet, how
could I ensure or cultivate this? This sense of urgency has proven to be a catalyst for me as a
school leader to ensure that all students have the opportunity for connection and the ability to
survive as well as thrive at PHS.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the phenomenological, single case study is to understand the experiences
of the leadership team and teacher leaders on the successful implementation of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period experience embedded within the school day. Every learner at Panacea High
School has access to the AR/SEL Advisory Period at least 2 times per week. The AR/SEL
Advisory Period Program is rare. This is due to the program’s equity and access for all learners
(each student at PHS), regardless of grade or educational level. The enactment of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period was a global tiered support initiative to assist in the facilitation of scheduling
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students in at least one (1) Advanced Placement (AP) course and providing opportunities for
them to earn an Industry Certification (IC) before graduation.
The infusion of the AR/SEL Advisory Period in every PHS student’s schedule provide
the opportunity to all 2,112 students (face-to-face, as well as virtual) for academic, social, and
emotional support, as well as connection with an adult mentor and access to peer relationships.
This community of care may foster student engagement, belongingness, academic achievement,
and social and emotional adjustment by promoting high-quality adult mentorships and peer
relationships. The ultimate aim of the AR/SEL Advisory Period is to support students’ ability to
thrive, and not just survive, in high school.
Study Question
The study question that guided this phenomenological, single case study is aimed at
understanding the subjective experiences of the high school leadership team and teacher leaders
as they collaborate to implement an innovative Academic Resource (AR) and Social Emotional
Learning (SEL) Advisory Period embedded within the school day. Through phenomenological
reduction content analysis of semi-structured interviews and focus groups regarding the AR/SEL
Advisory Period, this study examined following question:
How do the assistant principals, school-based leadership team members, department
chairs, and academy leaders perceive the Academic Resource and Social Emotional
Learning (AR/SEL) Advisory Period embedded within the school day at one large,
comprehensive, public high school?
Definition of Key Terms
The following are key terms used in the study.

Adult Mentor Relationship. A relationship built within the school setting and/or
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programming opportunity between an educator/professional/adult and the student. Delgado
(2002) describes the mentor role as sharing knowledge, skills, expertise, and personal support.
AR/SEL Advisory Period. The Academic Resource, Social Emotional Learning
Advisory Period is a twice-weekly class opportunity embedded within the PHS student’s school
day whereby every student (face-to-face and online instruction) meets for 33 minutes in a low
teacher-pupil-ratio (TPR) setting. During this time period, students are provided academic,
social, and emotional reinforced instruction (Schoenlein, 2001; McCluskey, 2017).
Communities of Care. In the school setting, a community of care is a learning
environment that is responsive to the needs of young adolescents, including the ones who need to
receive care. Heyck-Williams (2020) describes the development of a sense of safety, belonging,
joy, and hope.
Social Emotional Learning. According to the Collaborative for Academic, Social, and
Emotional Learning’s [CASEL], (Elias et al, 2015) definition, the process through which
students and teachers acquire and effectively apply the knowledge and skills necessary to
understand and manage emotions, set and achieve positive goals, feel and show empathy for
others, establish and maintain positive relationships, and make responsible and caring decisions
(Great Schools Partnership, 2020).
Theoretical Framework
The three theories situating the study are innovative advisory period programming, adult
and peer relationships, and communities of care. The innovative AR/SEL advisory period
fosters high quality relationships that result in vibrant communities of care.
Advisory Period Programming. The advisory period implementation as an innovative
educational structure within the high school context is a relatively new phenomenon that is
gaining traction, and aligns with other school structures (Leiringer & Cardellino, 2011), such as
9

Freshman Focus (Ellerbrock & Kiefer, 2010) and the Peer Enabled Restructured Class (PERC;
Ransom, 2020) programs. The unique nature of the AR/SEL Advisory Period at PHS lies in its
universal access and equity.
Adult and Peer Relationships. It is important for students to experience high quality
relationships in school. Students can experience developing relationships with adult mentors,
including coaches, sponsors, directors, and leaders within their core academics, the arts, athletics,
or through an academy membership, clubs, honor societies, as well as service organizations
(Delgado, 2002). The relationships built between students and educational leaders within an
advisory period may help to promote critical social and emotional learning opportunities. Peer
relationships are a major source of concern and motivation to adolescents (Keay, Lang, &
Frederickson, 2015). Peer relationships are a potentially important source of support in
promoting students’ social, emotional, and academic adjustment. There is a lack of research
examining innovative engagement programs at the high school level that ensure peer-to-peer
connection, as well as meaningful, “comprehensive support” and strategies to ensure peer-topeer relationships (Keay et al., 2015, p. 279).
Communities of Care. Due to increasing pressures of high stakes assessments,
politically driven accountability factors, and instability in budget allocations, many educational
leaders have moved away from practices and programs that focus on students’ social, emotional,
and academic needs and interests (Cobb & Rallis, 2008; Noddings, 2002). Relatedness, as
defined by Ryan and Deci (2000), includes the need to feel belongingness and connectedness
with others. This is an essential element that students must feel to remain engaged, intrinsically
motivated, and to succeed in school-related endeavors. When a school-wide ethic of care exists
that emphasizes respect, trusting relationships, academic rigor, engagement, equity and access;
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higher levels of engagement, social-emotional competence, academic achievement, and on-time
graduation are accelerated (Ancess, 2003; Antrop-Gonzalez & DeJesus, 2006; Davis et al., 2014;
Pang, Rivera, & Mora, 2000; Schussler & Collins, 2006).
Limitations of the Prospective Study
Criticism of phenomenological, single case studies includes an inability to provide a basis
for generalization of findings to a wider population (Stake, 1995). The aim of the study was to
create highly contextualized knowledge to inform the problem of practice for PHS and does not
necessarily aim to produce broader, generalizable knowledge. Other limitations of case studies
are that the investigator’s own subjective feelings and beliefs may influence data collection and
analysis in the form of investigator bias (Simons, 2009). My unique positionality within this
context, where I have been entrenched in this educational community for much of my
professional experience, could impose bias upon my analysis of results. However, my reflexivity
of practice through a thorough analysis of participant feedback from multiple stakeholders
should mitigate much of this bias (Simons, 2009). Another limitation of case study is that it is
difficult to replicate and can be time-consuming, as well as expensive to conduct (Stake, 2006).
While these concerns are valid, a phenomenological, single case study allows the investigator to
explore the commonality of lived experiences for a cohort of individuals. This is the preferred
method for the study, as I focused on the experiences of the high school leadership team and
teacher leaders through the initiation of an AR/SEL advisory period innovative program.
Significance of the Prospective Study
The significance of this study lies in the equitable opportunity for all students to engage
in the AR/SEL Advisory Period at PHS, which may support their social, emotional, and
academic adjustment, and foster a community of care at PHS through building positive
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relationships among teachers (or staff/adults) and students. As my role is to direct the operational
development at PHS, this study shaped my approach to decision-making as a scholarly
practitioner. This phenomenological, single case study may help to support best practices in
terms of high school educational structures (i.e., advisory periods) and to inform future decisionmaking at the site-based leadership levels for a large, comprehensive, public high school.
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CHAPTER TWO:
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In this chapter, I review the following areas of literature as they relate to my problem of
practice and the phenomenological, single case study. First, I review school innovative
educational programs and their role in fostering students’ positive adjustment in school, with a
focus on advisory period programming. Second, I examine the role of relationships, both peer
and adult mentors, that form within the context of these innovative educational programs. Third,
I review literature on communities of care within the educational setting and their positive
impact on students’ academic, social, and emotional adjustment. There is a gap in the literature
regarding research involving innovative programs at the high school level that ensure peer-topeer connection, adult mentorships, and communities of care that informed how I conducted my
phenomenological single case study.
Advisory Period Programming
Characteristics of an effective advisory period program include supportive adult mentors
and positive peer interactions throughout the school day (Lathram & Vander Ark, 2015).
Advisory periods that are embedded within the school day provide opportunities for students to
engage in peer-to-peer and adult-student relationships, which can further support students’
integration into the educational environment (Poliner & Lieber, 2004). Faculty and staff
members who incorporate need supportive teaching (NST; Reeve, 2021; Stroet et al., 2015)
strategies informed by the Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) may help to foster
positive learning outcomes for students by supporting students’ basic psychological needs for
13

autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Faculty and staff who engage in need supportive
teaching strategies along with social and emotional strategies may help to support students’
academic adjustment as well as social and emotional competence (SEC).
Embedded Advisory Period
An advisory period is a regularly scheduled period of time embedded within the school
day when teachers within a K-12 setting meet with smaller groups of students for the express
purpose of advising them on academic, social, and emotional aspects of adjustment, as well as
engaging in future planning (Blad, 2019; McCarty, 2014). Additional educational professionals
and/or adult staff members such as school guidance counselors, school social workers, school
psychologists, school resource officers, as well as campus monitors, or other school-based
paraprofessionals may also serve as advisors to participate and/or assist in an advisory period
class or program. Advisory periods may be more casual and loosely organized in some school
ecosystems, or they may follow a prescribed curriculum and encompass clear sets of routines, as
determined by school leaders, teachers, staff, and students (Benson & Poliner, 2013). Advisory
periods are usually shorter in duration than other typical classes offered during the school day
and may meet daily, multiple times per week, or possibly only a times during a month
(Schoenlein, 2001). Advisory programs are viewed as an innovative and preferred prescribed
alternative to the traditional homeroom setting in K-12 public education (Blad, 2019).
Advisory periods or programs are a part of recent reform efforts and strategies initialized
in many K-12 settings to ensure students do not fall through the cracks, especially those in larger
educational ecosystems (Diehl, 2021; Gard, 2014). These reform efforts focus on meeting the
social, emotional, and academic needs of all students within a school environment regardless of
the size or demographic makeup of the organization (Schoenlein, 2001). Another component of
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advisory period programming in K-12 public school settings is intentionally and purposefully
scaffolding available school time (Mooney, 2017). Advisory periods can replace ineffective
homeroom or study hall periods, especially in the high school setting. While there are indicators
of advisory periods occurring in K-8 schools for academic and social-emotional learning
effectiveness, in early high school reform literature (grades 9-12) they exist as a school
improvement plan strategy (Mac Iver & Epstein, 1991). The rationale for this is that adolescents
in high school have fewer opportunities to build relationships and/or have low teacher-to-student
ratio interactions than their younger counterparts based upon the larger staffing and student
school models found in large public high schools (Lee & Smith, 1996).
The broader purpose of an advisory period or program is to ensure that at least one
professional adult at the site-based school level is getting to know each student well, regardless
of the size of the organization (Schoenlein, 2001). This master educator, or responsible
paraprofessional, accepts the task of ensuring that each student in the advisory period has
academic, social, and emotional supports, while encouraging each student to make informed
choices regarding their future goals (McClure, Yonezawas, & Jones, 2010). Advisory programs
often aspire to the tenets of personalized learning, as well as culturally relevant teaching (CRT)
practices (Weissberg et al., 2015), to ensure there are systems in place that promote equity and
access for all learners in a given school setting (McClure, Yonezawa, & Jones, 2010).
Advisory programming, when designed optimally, can foster stronger adult-student
relationships and create a sense of belonging for students (Bergin & Bergin, 2009). The research
of Bergin and Bergin (2009) indicates that higher test scores, emotional regulation, social
competence, and a willingness to take on challenges are associated with a strong, secure
attachment of students to their teachers. This attachment reduced high-risk behaviors and
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delinquency and was attributed as a factor in reduced manifestations of behaviors accompanying
attention deficit disorders. The inclusion of student-mentor relationships in this study was
informed by Bergin and Bergin’s (2009) research; the case study also extends this literature by
also investigating the role of peer relationships in supporting student adjustment within the
context of advisory programming.
Many advisory programs pair certain groups of students or grade levels with specific
teachers for a single school year (Steffen, 2015), whereas other programs implement a looping
scheduling to provide opportunities for students to connect with adults and peers across multiple
years (Brown, 2001). Factors such as adult-to-student relationships and peer-to-peer
connections, in conjunction with SEL student opportunities, can provide support for all levels of
learners within an entire high school setting, encapsulating equitable access to a community of
care (Diehl, 2021).
Proponents of advisory periods and programming, including Shank (2005) and Lundquist
(2018), argue the most effective advisories share common characteristics. These characteristics
include well-planned organization, periods that are frequently scheduled within the school-year
calendar, occurrences on a weekly basis, and parameters set during normal school hours.
Advisory period objectives should center on supporting the academic, social, and emotional
learning needs of students. Informed by the previous literature, the PHS AR/SEL program
includes the following characteristics: a multi-tiered grade level, embedded school time, adult
mentors, culturally relevant social emotional learning for students and adults, academic supports,
and devoted time for adult-student and peer-to-peer relationship building.
An interesting caveat in Lundquist’s (2018) research is that, to the author’s knowledge,
there are no documented qualitative studies on the prescription and successful implementation of
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SEL curricula in the American high school setting. Often students are guided in career, trade,
technical school, and collegial pursuits through annual course selection in an advisory period. On
occasion, advisory periods are planned to provide tutorials or allow for a reduced teacher-tostudent ratio in small group instruction (Gard, 2014). However, an advisory period designed to
incorporate each of these components while addressing the social emotional health of students in
a large comprehensive, public high school is an underutilized resource and is understudied.
Advisory programs such as the AR/SEL program at PHS need to be investigated in terms of
stakeholder experiences, as well as for potential influences on student outcomes.
While there is not much controversy about the advisory program concept, many advisory
resource periods can, and have, come under attack or criticism. This can be due to variability in
their design, implementation, and construction, as well as lack of intentionality, innovation, and
sustainability (Diehl, 2021). This provides the necessity for a worthwhile pause and reflection
among school leaders to establish clear goals and expectations for advisory period processes,
procedures, and outcomes (Diehl, 2021; Gard, 2014; Lundquist, 2018). Monitoring and
evaluation of advisory programming must exist to demonstrate effectiveness (Gewertz, 2007). A
limitation of advisory period is that teachers often feel that promoting social-emotional learning
is not part of their job description and/or within the purview of their sphere of influence or
responsibilities. This is where the inclusion of other site-based professionals’ (e.g.,
administrators, security officers, social workers, school psychologists, and school counselors)
social and emotional support can provide professional development for the equitable
implementation of a successful academic, social, and emotional advisory period for students and
teachers alike (Diehl, 2021; Lundquist, 2018).
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School leaders may be hesitant to implement or support advisory periods and programs at
the outset. This is due, in some part, to the perception their school community, or even they
themselves may have, regarding lost instructional time, micro-management of curriculum,
necessary planning time, and the lack of available time and resources, especially during the dual
COVID-19 and racial pandemics (Grooms & Childs, 2021). This study highlighted relevant
concerns, in that, as with any school and programmatic reform or strategy, the success lies within
the design, execution, professional development, leadership support, identified found time, and
necessary resources.
Self Determination Theory and Need Supportive Teaching
Self Determination Theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci, 2000) discusses how individuals thrive
when their basic psychological needs (i.e., competence, autonomy, and relatedness) are met
within their environment. When an individual’s basic psychological needs are met, this can
promote a natural, curious, vital, self-motivated, positive state of being and promote intrinsic
motivation (Ryan and Deci, 2000). Based on SDT, motivation is conceptualized as a continuum
between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation is an external influence that
impels people to act in certain ways, and includes external regulation, introjected regulation,
identified regulation, and integrated regulation. External regulation may include external rewards
and punishments, as well as strategies that promote compliance rather than true engagement
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). Introjected motivation involves self-control where one has internal
rewards and punishments; individuals experience a sense of guilt, anxiety, and self-worth is
contingent upon one’s behavior (Ryan & Deci, 2000). For example, a job being done poorly, or
not at all, may result in a person feeling guilty and negatively impacting their sense of self-worth.
Identified motivation is when people see the personal importance, value, and relevance of a
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certain behavior (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Integrated regulation is when a person not only views
something as important, but that they have a sense of awareness that it is an important part of
their sense of self and aligns with their values. Intrinsic regulation references an internal
motivation where one experiences interest, enjoyment, and inherent satisfaction and pride from
engaging in a task (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
This continuum of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation can provide the impetus for students
to persevere, succeed and triumph in the school setting (McCombs, 1991; Kutcher, Wei, &
Weist, 2015). If strategically implemented within the advisory period, students may be
motivated to engage, and ultimately, succeed academically, socially, and emotionally
(Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003). The placement of the advisory period within a student’s school
day can help to provide each student an opportunity to meet their needs for competency,
autonomy, and relatedness within their school setting, and may help to foster an internalized
sense of motivation which could, in turn, promote psychological, motivational, and educational
success (Lundquist, 2017).
Need supportive teaching (NST) encompasses the specific practices teachers can utilize
to support students’ basic psychological needs in the classroom (Reeve, 2021; Stroet et al.,
2015). Teaching quality dimensions, as well as characteristic teacher behaviors that exhibit
need-supportive practices include: providing students meaningful and explanatory rationales,
nurturing students’ inner motivational resources, offering them meaningful choices,
acknowledging students’ negative feelings; encouraging their engagement in class, and using
non-controlling language (Reeve, 2016; Stroet et al., 2015). These aspects of NST inform the
teacher characteristics necessary to enhance the AR/SEL Advisory Period experience for the
students of PHS.
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The case study conducted by Parker and Wilkins (2018) explored how the selfdetermination skills of autonomy, competence, and relatedness can mesh with need supportive
teaching techniques to promote student engagement among underachieving Black males as they
transitioned into ninth grade. The findings indicated that Black male students’ self-directed use
of multiple self-determination skills may also cultivate their engagement in school (Parker &
Wilkins, 2018). Despite having a small sample size and low subject enrollment, the findings
support efforts to improve Black ninth grade males’ engagement in school by the promotion of
their self-determination skills as well as characteristics of NST such as engaging strategies and
non-controlling language. Parker and Wilkins’ (2018) study provides insight into the importance
of self-determination for underachieving Black high school males. The study reinforces previous
research that indicates self-determination skills, cultivated by NST teacher practices, matter for
all students, while also providing a lens into how systemic issues that reinforce racial inequities,
if allowed to continue unchallenged, will result in the further perpetuation of disparities in
scholarship and engagement among young Black males (Parker & Wilkins, 2018).
Autonomy-supportive teaching as described by Wallace, Sung, and Williams (2017), is a
proactive classroom management enacted through instructional interactions in which teachers
scaffold students’ autonomous self-regulatory capabilities. This approach sustains student
engagement in classroom activities, as teachers transfer the responsibility of learning to students.
This transference of responsibility promotes students’ academic achievement and prosocial
behavior. Autonomy is built upon students’ prior knowledge and includes engaging contexts,
topics, and flexible tasks. Students also demonstrate calculated risk-taking, exhibit voice and
choice, and reflect on their learning. The study explored autonomy-supportive instruction among
a diverse group of fourth through eighth grade students in six urban classrooms. The coed-video

20

response method was used to bridge teacher behaviors identified as autonomy-supportive, while
cataloging students’ perceptions and values. Although this study focused on middle school
students and did not include high school students (Wallace et al., 2014), there may be
implications for practice and further research in how autonomy-supportive teaching and
classroom management strategies could affect student motivation and classroom climate at the
high school level. As Wallace and Sung (2017) describe, autonomy-supportive instruction may
synchronize students’ inner motivational resources and result in enhanced student engagement.
These findings inform the innovative programming in my study and support the need for more
research on autonomy-supportive teaching at the high school level (Wallace & Sung, 2017).
Reeve and Cheon’s (2021) meta-analysis of interventions that incorporate autonomysupportive teaching practices outlines the malleability, benefits, and potential of interventions to
improve educational practices. This meta-analysis reviewed fifty-one autonomy-supportive
teaching interventions at the middle and high school levels and included studies conducted
internationally. Researchers used SDT principles and empirical findings to develop teacherfocused professional development experiences and interventions to facilitate growth in SDT
pedagogical practices, as well as to increase the professional development of teachers to a 90%
success rate (Reeve & Cheon, 2021). Teachers who completed the intervention became more
autonomy supportive and produced a wider range of educationally valuable benefits for students,
teachers, and the classroom climate.
Social and Emotional Competence
Social and emotional competence (SEC), as described by Jennings and Greenberg (2009),
is exhibited by students in a pro-social classroom and encompasses the student’s ability to
interact in a positive way with others by communicating feelings in a proactive manner, while
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regulating their own behavior (Domitrovich, Durlak, Staley & Weissber, 2017). Teachers who
engage learners through enthusiasm and passion for their curriculum, coupled with strong SEC
skills, often promote positive social, emotional, and academic student outcomes (Durlack, 2011;
Kaplan & Ryan, 2011; Keals, 2020; King & McInerney, 2014). Durlack (2011) conducted a
meta-analysis of 213 school-based, universal social and emotional (SEL) programs involving
270,034 Kindergarten to Grade 12 students. This study found that students who participated in
SEL programs improved their social, emotional skillsets, attitudes, behavior, and academic
performance. These improvements translated into an 11th percentile point gain in scholastic
achievement. The authors are proponents of the incorporation of SEL programming into standard
educational practice. However, more data across multiple outcomes is necessary, as only 16%
percent of the studies gathered relevant data on academic achievement or other SEL data points.
While child study teams, multi-tiered support system groups, and positive behavior intervention
systems are fixtures in most American high schools (Lundquist, 2018), advisory period programs
that infuse SEL and SEC curricula in a systemic manner are not typically additionally present
(Averill & Rinaldi, 2013).
There is general agreement among educational researchers that it is important for schools
to foster children’s social and emotional development. However, most educators focus on SEL
as an end to itself, or as an enhancement to children’s health, safety, or citizenship. SEL also has
an integral role in improving students’ academic achievement and contributes to their lifelong
learning capabilities (Zins et al., 2007; Brown, 2004). Person-centered key competencies and
successful SEL programs for students are key takeaways from Zins et al. (2007) who share an
evidence-based SEL program-pathway for students’ success in school, as well as success in life.
This SEL program is informed by theories of child development and learning, prevention
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science, and empirically validated practices, while including an integrated curriculum, to ensure
successful academic outcomes. This research at the elementary school level highlights the need
for a systemic process and implementation method to make certain that SEL and SEC curriculum
is integrated into an advisory period program. Access to a cohesive procedure to ensure student
success in terms of academic achievement and social-emotional learning in the high school
setting is needed in advisory period programs at the secondary level.
The effect of SEL programs was reported in the 2002 U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (USDOHH) study. Higher standardized test scores, improved grades, higher
graduation rates, increased GPA, and improved reading, math, and writing skills were included
as academic outcomes of these types of SEL initiatives. Behavioral outcomes included improved
attendance, fewer out-of-school suspensions, and less exceptional student education referrals.
These findings provide exemplars regarding the successful social and emotional learning of high
school students. Recent research recommends pivoting from a deficit-based mindset to a
strength-based mindset by considering SEL strategies through an equity lens. For instance,
considering a change in the approach from a one-size-fits-all pedagogy within an advisory
period, to the recognition of cultural and contextual influences, reduces bias and targets the
positionality of students (Shriver & Weissberg, 2020).
Further research has examined social and emotional learning (SEL) pedagogy at the high
school level, providing additional data suggesting the necessity for the high school advisory
period teacher to possess strong SEL teaching skillsets (Merrell & Gueldner, 2010). In
Phillippo’s (2010) study, advisors from three small public high schools were found to possess
characteristics that impacted how they enacted their roles and, subsequently, provided support
and guidance to their students. This qualitative study documented that existing teacher pre-
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service and professional development provided minimal impact on teacher advisory SEL
effectiveness. Teachers with lower levels of resources, and less developed role schemas,
struggled more than those advisors who brought more assets to the position. The implications for
this research include teachers’ potential to provide social and emotional support to their students,
as well as the inherent role complexity within organizations.
Adult Mentor Relationships
Research has consistently demonstrated a connection between the quality of the studentteacher relationship and student adjustment (Cooper, 2014; Hallinan, 2008). The National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE)
conducted a nationally representative survey of over 2,100 public schools and principals. The
findings indicate that the presence of one adult mentor in the school setting significantly reduced
the propensity and occurrence of a high school student committing a crime, as outlined in the
2020 School Survey on Crime and Safety (SSOCS). Students who believe the adults at their
school care about them are at a substantially lower risk of engaging in externalizing behaviors
(Griffiths et al., 2012). The findings from Griffiths et al. indicated that students who reported at
least one positive connection with an adult on campus described this as a barrier to engaging in
high-risk or destructive behaviors, as students did not want to disappoint them. The implications
for my case study were that the adult-mentor who is present in PHS’s Academic Resource,
Social-Emotional Learning (AR/SEL) Advisory Period can seek to emulate caring behaviors and
develop high-quality teacher-student relationships (Davis, 2003; Klem & Connell, 2004).
Educational professionals who promote high-quality adult-student relationships serve as a
conduit to provide students with expert resources and personnel. Adult mentoring is a powerful
tool for prevention and intervention among youth (Cavell, Spencer, & McQuillen, 2021;
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Bretherton & Munholland, 1999). Positive adult-student relationships can help to meet students’
needs and serve as reassurance to students that an adult teacher/mentor is available and present in
a reliable and meaningful way. Grossman, Resch, and Rhodes (2000) examined the effects of
adult mentoring relationships on adolescents’ academic outcomes. The hypothesis was that the
relationship between adult mentors and positive academic outcomes was mediated, in part,
through improvements in parental relationships. The parameters of the model were compared
with those of an alternative model, in which improved parental relationships were treated as an
outcome variable, rather than a mediator. The study included 959 young adolescents (M age =
12.25 years). Students were randomly assigned to either the treatment or control group and
administered questions at baseline, and then eighteen (18) months later. The hypothesized model
provided a significantly better explanation of the data than the alternative model. In addition to
improved parental relationships, adult mentorships also led to a reduction in unexcused absences,
and improvements in perceived scholastic competence (Rhodes et al., 2000). The strength of this
study is its use of longitudinal data and structural equation modeling, as this resulted in a
sensitive test of the hypotheses. The large, national sample of adolescents confers confidence in
the precision of the parameter estimates, as well as the generalizability of the findings. Of
significance is the fact that assessments of this mentoring program were based solely on
adolescents’ perceptions. Therefore, future studies should incorporate multiple sources of data.
The implications of this study, for my case study, are that each student needs to connect with at
least one teacher or adult mentor at school. These outcomes encompass many of the connections
I am seeking to implement in the AR/SEL Advisory Period embedded at PHS.
Research on attachment in the public-school classroom indicates that teachers influence
students’ attachment to school and that there are significant connections between attachment and

25

student positive outcomes in academics, attendance, and behavior (Bergin, 2009; Learner &
Kruger, 1997). Research has examined secondary school advisors as mentors and documented
their role as strong motivational attachment figures in public school settings (Van Ryzin, 2010).
My study contributes to this literature by examining the role of adult mentors who possess a
cohesive skillset of SEL pedagogical practices employed within the AR/SEL Advisory Period.
Adult mentor relationships in advisory programs can be supported by responsive teacher
practices as well as various school structures, including teacher teams, advisory groups, remedial
instructional interventions, and school transition programs, as outlined in Mihalas et al. (2009).
This study examined the potential role that caring teacher-student relationships have in achieving
positive outcomes for students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) at the middle
school level. Responsive practices include relationship building, connection to school programs,
and utilizing an adult intermediary for needed resources. Key findings were that developing
caring student-teacher relationships was important in promoting improved outcomes for students
with EBD. Teacher-student relationships, when positive, promoted students’ social, emotional,
behavioral, and academic growth. Although the study focused on students with EBD at the
middle school level, it had implications for my case study at the high school level.
Research has demonstrated the impact of adult mentor relationships, coupled with
effective social-emotional learning pedagogy, on student adjustment in school. Croninger and
Lee (2001) outlined the presence of teacher-mentors and the positive effects of their documented
support, along with the guidance of at-risk students in three high poverty high schools. The
presence of an adult mentor in the school setting translated into a higher graduation rate and
reversed the high school dropout rate at all three schools. The limitations were that only highrisk students were surveyed. Nelson, Low, and Nelson’s (2005) study indicated students’
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acquisition of emotional skills was supported when led by faculty members adept in social and
emotional learning pedagogy. These findings can assist school leaders to audit and develop
knowledge, best practices, and systems that offer comprehensive support to facilitate successful
adult mentor relationships, as well as academic, social, and emotional success for adolescents in
school.
A phenomenological study by Jackson, Sealey-Ruiz, and Watson (2014) of 14 Black and
Latino males in an all-male mentoring program at an alternative high school explored how
reciprocal love and an ethos of care that developed between the mentees and mentors through
familial support, trust, and open communication led to the mentees’ rise in confidence and
academic aspirations. This study highlights students’ perceptions as they navigate the landscape
of being average, while low on academic credits. The ramifications for my case study at PHS
realized the profound, positive effects of reciprocal love, ethos of care, and culturally responsive
didactics that can occur within a healthy and meaningful adult-to-student mentor relationship.
Although research suggests the significance of caring teachers and other adult staff
members for promoting positive student outcomes, other studies indicate that adults provide only
a limited effect on student adjustment. Mihalas et al. (2009) stressed the importance of the
variety of adult relationships that can connect students to the school environment. The range of
adults within the high school campus creates an opportunity for students to cultivate unique
relationships and a range of connections with various adults. However, the opportunity for these
relationships does not necessarily mean that these relationships will be developed, or that they
will be high quality relationships. These adult connections need to be cultivated through a
designated, delineated time frame for relationship building. The presence of the AR/SEL
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Advisory Period within the school day, with its unique design of including adult professionals on
campus as mentors, is a sound directional move based upon recent research findings.
Peer Relationships
In addition to adult mentor relationships, research has consistently demonstrated a
connection between the quality of peer relationships and student adjustment. Peer relationships
are of major concern to high school students and provide an important source of support for
students’ social adjustment and academic achievement (Keay et al., 2015). Positive peer
relationships are also related to positive school climate (Cooper, 2014), which is why it was
important to promote this as part of the advisory period. Caring and supportive peer
relationships, along with the effective management of social environments within the school
context are necessary to facilitate and ensure connection (Keay et al., 2015; Gordon, Downey, &
Bangert, 2013).
Peer group acceptance is a predictor of students’ academic engagement and achievement
in secondary school (Erdley, Kingery, & Marshall, 2011). Kingery et al. examined adolescents’
pre-transition peer relationships as predictors of their adjustment to middle school. Participants
were 365 students (48% males; 99% Caucasian) involved in Time 1 (spring of fifth grade) and
Time 2 (fall of sixth grade) assessments. Participants completed measures that assessed peer
acceptance, number of friends, quality of a specific mutual friendship, loneliness, depression,
self-esteem, and involvement in school. Academic achievement and absentee data were drawn
from students’ school files. Regression analyses indicated that the pre-transition peer variables
predicted post-transition loneliness, self-esteem, school involvement, and academic achievement.
The findings varied somewhat for each adjustment variable; the most significant relationship was
between peer acceptance and achievement. The implications for including a peer component in
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programs that prepare students for the middle school transition are compelling. The limitations
are that this study included adolescents who were transitioning from elementary to middle
school. Thurwanger (2016) examined correlations between peer-to-peer mentoring and the
reduction of anxiety for incoming freshmen through a cross-lagged, multi-age and varietal gradementoring program to support successful ninth grade transition. While Thurwanger (2016)
provides important information on the ninth-grade bridge to high school and the impact of peer
relationships, data are lacking in relation to the scope and sequence that encompasses all students
in high school.
Communities of Care
Adolescent-Centered Community of Care. An adolescent-centered community of care
is a learning environment responsive to the needs of adolescents, including the need to receive
care (Ellerbrock & Kiefer, 2018). It is critical for schools to be communities of care and to
promote understanding, respect, and inclusiveness, as they are perhaps the only remaining
institution that can reach members of diverse groups represented in our society (Larson, 2011).
Ellerbrock and Kiefer’s (2010) qualitative case study investigated how one large high
school created a community of care for its ninth-grade students with a nine-week transition
program called Freshman Focus. Observations, individual interviews, and focus group
interviews were conducted with one female teacher and nine of her students. The findings
indicated that the Freshmen Focus teacher and program was instrumental in the establishment of
caring relationships among teachers and students and in the promotion of a community of care.
Positive teacher beliefs about students, supportive teacher-student relationships, as well as the
promotion of academic and life skills helped to create a caring community where students were
the primary receivers of care.
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Ellerbrock and Kiefer (2013) conducted a follow-up qualitative, within-site case study to
their 2010 investigation into a community of care through the implementation of a ninth-grade
transition program (Freshman Focus). All participants in the initial case study were interviewed
again three years later during their senior year to investigate whether Freshman Focus facilitated
a lasting community of care. The findings suggest teacher-student and program-student
relationships fostered a community of care that promoted a positive school experience for
students. The findings demonstrate that the Freshman Focus transition program fostered a
community of care that lasted throughout the students’ high school years, despite the program
only serving students during the first nine weeks of their ninth-grade school year. This informed
my study at PHS in terms of how an innovative program may help to promote a community of
care for students and teachers (Eccles & Roeser, 2011).
The examination of caring communities at the elementary school level has identified a
lack of access or equity for students (Battistich, Schaps, Solomon & Watson, 1997). This study
spanned a decade and a half and involved a diverse set of elementary schools across the United
States. While the findings indicated the sense of school community was associated with positive
outcomes for students, the negative impact was substantial. This adverse effect was noted to
hinge upon the content of the community values. Of critical importance was the inclusion of all
stakeholders’ needs when creating the community principles. The universal theme of
detrimental effects resulting from inequity, lack-of-access, and/or inconsistent values, however,
can transcend to secondary school environments as well (Dubow et al., 1991). These discoveries
informed my study and inspired me to work to ensure every student on campus has equitable
access, resources, as well as voice, throughout the continuous improvement cycle of the
innovative AR/SEL Advisory Period program at PHS.
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Research on the value of advisory sessions in cultivating a culture of care at the middle
school level held important indicators for my professional practice and case study (Brown,
2001). Brown’s (2001) study examined how caring relationships between students and their
advisors at an urban Philadelphia middle school helped to facilitate personal goal setting and
community service work. These advisor-advisee sessions also assisted students in facing issues
related to sexuality, drugs and alcohol, personal safety, as well as promoted conflict resolution
strategies. Teachers emphasized students’ need for advisory programs that promote the
development of personal trusting relationships within communities of care (Dods, 2013).
A construct of care involving consistency in caring relationship qualities, pervasive
aspects of equity that exists in providing caring relationships, and the structural and ideological
concepts that can support the existence of care in schools is attainable (Collins & Schussler,
2006; Shochet, Furlong, & Homel, 2011). Collins and Schussler (2006) conducted a qualitative
exploration of how care takes place in an alternative high school for at-risk students. Their
research explored who is involved in caring relationships at the school, what these relationships
look like, and how the organization of the school affects the existence of care. Data were
collected including in-depth interviews with sixteen students, observations, and faculty
interviews. From these data a construct of care was created that focused on equity and
consistency at the secondary level. Although this research is reflective of a small sample from
an alternative, drop-out prevention high school, this construct of care could has implications for
the AR/SEL Advisory Period at PHS.
Authentic care is student-centered, as it is focused on individual and collective needs,
interests, capacities, and cultures involving young people and their teachers. It is manifested
through social interactions as well as curricular structures that are responsive to students’ needs,
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interests, and cultures. Authentic care is also reflected in school cultures that foster respect,
solidarity, and learning. In contrast, aesthetic care maintains a focus on institutional priorities
like programming, rules, policies, procedures, and accountability mechanisms (Maulucci, 2010).
Ransom’s (2020) qualitative study examined communities of care entitled Peer Enabled
Restructured Class (PERC) that were implemented in New York City (NYC) public high schools
with high poverty rates, large populations of students of color, and low percentages of students
who graduate ready for college. The PERC programs in NYC sought to incorporate authentic
care, rather than aesthetic care, for their students. The professional development for two teachers
within a peer learning structured STEM classroom at a large urban high school was studied, and
it was determined that this training could enhance student-teacher relationships through the
application of the authentic care principles. The resulting quality of student-teacher relationships
had strong implications for student engagement and performance. Ransom discovered that the
most robust student-teacher relationships have characteristics of an ethic of care. Ransom
concluded that to support teacher education and preparation, principals, and administrators, the
allotment of time for extensive student-teacher authentic care interactions through the advisory is
integral. A program like the student facilitator Teaching Assistant Scholars (TAS) STEM class
was determined to have significant impact within the context of a large system, such as the large,
under-performing urban high schools in NYC. The implications were promising for my case
study at the large, urban PHS.
School-Wide Ethic of Care. An adolescent-centered community of care resonates with
the need for a school-wide ethic of care that emphasizes respectful, trusting relationships,
academic rigor, and results in social and emotional competencies (Tichnor-Wagner & Allen,
2016). When a school-wide ethic of care that emphasizes respect exists, trusting relationships,
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social-emotional competence, academic rigor, equity and access (Simmons, 2020), academic
engagement and achievement, and on-time graduation are common benchmarks (Ancess, 2003;
Antrop-Gonzalez & DeJesus, 2006; Duchesneau, 2020).
Allen and Tichnor-Wagner’s (2016) comparative case study of two high-performing and
two low-performing urban high schools outlined the prevalence of caring factors and contextual
components that influenced the extent to which students felt care. The findings indicated that the
high-performing schools had caring communities, as interpersonal relationships and high
academic expectations existed throughout the school setting. Other characteristics of the high
performing high schools were strong leadership support, care existing as an integral and core
school value, and abundant curricular and extra-curricular infrastructure and support systems.
These data points, in turn, facilitated relationships, which resulted in overall caring school
communities. These factors were less prevalent in lower performing schools. Researchers only
recorded isolated and inconsistent instances of care in those educational ecosystems. The
implications of this study for school leaders in large urban high schools provided an alarming
call for what can occur when there are inconsistencies and inequities in communities of care
within the secondary school setting.
An adolescent-centered community of care also aligns with Nel Noddings’ (1992)
seminal work around ethics of care, which describes the desire to be cared for as a universal
human characteristic. “Not everyone wants to be cuddled, or fussed over, [however] everyone
wants to be received, or to elicit a response that is congruent with an underlying need or desire
(Noddings, 1992, p. 17). Her findings drive efforts to provide a universal community of care
within the larger, school-wide culture of care. A community of care is most successful when
enacted within the context of a system (e.g., a large, urban high school), whereby supportive
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principals and administrators provide proper resources to teachers and students alike (Ransom,
2020; Allen, Kern, Vella-Brodrick, Hattie, & Waters, 2016). Through the lens of critical care
theory, as it relates to minority youth and students of low socio-economic status, as well as the
need to lead students to a place of pandemic recovery, integration and equity must be embedded
in communities of care, and also be a benchmark of the school-wide ethic of care. The Century
Foundation’s research (2019) shows that a racially and socio-economically diverse classroom
and/or school can provide students with many cognitive and social benefits, along with instilling
young people with civic and social-emotional benefits. Students in integrated schools have
higher average test scores, are more likely to enroll in college, and are less likely to drop out.
Integrated schools help to reduce racial achievement gaps and their diversity in classrooms
encourages all students to engage in critical thinking, problem solving, and creativity (Berkovitz,
Novello, & Chan, 2021). The National Academies of Science, Engineering, and Medicine’s
report (2020) on reopening K-12 schools during the COVID-19 pandemic emphasized the need
to position equity as the major focus of their work by ensuring marginalized voices were heard,
necessary services were available to all, and resources could be equitably distributed. Attending
a diverse school with integrated communities of care helps in reducing racial bias, counter
stereotypes, cause adolescents to seek out integrated settings later in life, and improve students’
academic efficacy, as well as growth mindset. In addition, integrated settings can boost students’
leadership skills, create cross-racial or ethnic relationships, and assist in reducing students’
anxiety (Wells, Fox & Cordova-Cobo, 2016). School integration promotes more equitable
access to resources, prepares students to succeed in a global economy, produces more
productive, creative, and effective teams, and results in graduates who have higher earnings,
improved health outcomes, and are less likely to be incarcerated as adults (Johnson, 2015).
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These studies supported the rationale for my work at PHS in the form of the Academic,
community of care (Hulleman et al., 2014)where students are able to find meaning and
connection, as well as a sense of belonging, especially during a global pandemic.
Summary and Gaps in the Literature
The aim of my study was to understand participants’ experiences with an advisory period
that was designed to create an opportunity for adult/peer relationships, equitable learning
environments, and a community of care. Shank (2005) and Lundquist (2018) agree that effective
advisory periods share common characteristics such as being well-organized, encompassing
multiple meetings during the school week, while also centering on the academic, social, and
emotional learning needs of the student. Lundquist (2018) posits there are no such successful
SEL advisory programs in the American high school setting. Gard (2014) also documented gaps
in the research surrounding advisory periods that address social and emotional health of students
in the large, comprehensive public high school setting. Thus, research emphasized the need to
conduct a program evaluation study focusing on an advisory period in a large, urban, public high
school.
Durlack’s (2011) research focused on teachers who engage learners through enthusiasm
and passion for their curriculum, coupled with strong SEC skills, and how this often promotes
positive social, emotional, and academic student outcomes. While child study teams, multitiered support system groups, and positive behavior intervention systems are fixtures in most
American high schools (Lundquist, 2018), advisory period programs that infuse SEL and SEC
curricula in a systemic manner are not typically additionally present (Averill & Rinaldi, 2013).
Phillippo (2010) documented that existing teacher pre-service and professional development
provided minimal impact on teacher advisory SEL effectiveness. Teachers with lower levels of
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resources, and less developed role schemas, struggled more than those advisors who brought
more assets to the position. The implications for this research included teachers’ potential to
provide social and emotional support to their students, as well as the inherent role complexity
within organizations, and posed the strong argument for further research and development
around SEL professional growth opportunities for educators.
Research indicates that teachers influence students’ attachment to school and that this is
related to positive outcomes in students’ academic performance, attendance, and behavior
(Bergin & Bergin, 2009). Secondary school advisors and mentors often serve as strong
motivational attachment figures in public school settings (Van Ryzin, 2010). Research also
indicates that adult mentors and caring teachers are especially important for students with
exceptionalities (Mihala et al., 2009), or who are at risk for not experiencing school success
(Jackson et al., 2014). My case study contributes to this literature by examining the role of adult
mentors who possess a cohesive skillset of SEL pedagogical practices within the AR/SEL
Advisory Period that is equitable and accessible to all students. The presence of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period within the school day, with its unique design of including adult professionals on
campus as mentors, is a sound directional move based upon these research findings.
Research has consistently demonstrated a connection between the quality of peer
relationships and student adjustment. These relationships are of importance to high school
students and provide a necessary source of support for students’ social adjustment and academic
achievement (Keay et al., 2015). Positive peer relationships are related to positive school climate
(Cooper, 2014). Thurwanger (2016) examined correlations between peer-to-peer mentoring and
the reduction of anxiety for incoming freshmen; these findings demonstrate the importance of
promoting peer relationships as part of the advisory period.
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A school-wide community of care has been relatively understudied at the high school
level, compared to the middle school level (Ellerbrock & Kiefer, 2019) and elementary school
level (Battistich et al., 1997). Advisory sessions may help to cultivate a culture of care at the
middle school level (Brown, 2001). This literature informed my study as I sought to ensure that
every student on campus had equitable access, resources, as well as voice, throughout the
continuous improvement cycle of the innovative AR/SEL Advisory Period program at PHS. A
construct of care promoting equity in communities of care in an alternative high school (Collins
& Schussler, 2006), with an emphasis on caring relationships, provided compelling examples of
positive outcomes. However, the limitations of this research included a focus on only at-risk
students. Authentic care (Ransom, 2020) within communities of care provided meaningful
connections that are student-centered. However, this program was only implemented in the
lowest-performing schools in New York City.
A school-wide ethic of care encompasses trusting relationships, social-emotional
competence, academic rigor, equity and access. When implemented successfully, academic
engagement, achievement, and on-time graduation are common benchmarks (Ancess, 2003;
Antrop-Gonzalez & DeJesus, 2006). Allen and Tichnor-Wagner’s (2016) comparative case study
outlined the disparities of two high performing and two low-performing urban high schools. The
low-performing high schools were devoid of any campus wide culture of care, whereas the highperforming schools’ environment was replete with an ethic of care. The most recent studies
identifying the urgent need for communities of care in the K12 setting, through the lens of
educational settings during a global pandemic, necessitate the presence of a community of care
in place, not only during the subsequent reopening of schools, but to ensure sustainably moving
forward (Berkovitz, Chan, & Novello, 2021; Dibner, 2020).
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The gaps, in tandem with the SEL and Advisory Period school programming (Allen &
Tichnor-Wagner, 2016), meaningful teacher-to-student, and peer-to-peer relationships (Keay et
al., 2015) that can result in a community of care (Ransom, 2020) within the high school setting,
confirmed the compelling necessity for my case study (Fixsen, Blasé, Friedman, & Wallace,
2005). There is not a lot of qualitative work on communities of care, which is especially salient,
given the global COVID-19 pandemic (Dibner, 2020; Berkovitz et al., 2021). There is a need for
an innovative academic, social-emotional advisory program at the high school level to ensure
meaningful adult mentor and peer-to-peer connection and to build relationship sustainability,
resulting in a school-wide, equitable and sustainable community of care.
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CHAPTER THREE:
METHODS
The primary purpose of my case study was to evaluate the innovative programming of an
Academic Resource and Social Emotional Learning (AR/SEL) Advisory Period at one large,
urban public high school in the southeastern United States. The study used a phenomenological,
single case study (Long, Clive, & Hollin, 1995) approach to evaluate the AR/SEL Advisory
Period. The stakeholders were four assistant principals, twelve school-based leadership team
members, and eighteen department chair and academy teacher leaders. This chapter describes
the study design, investigator positionality, context, participants, data collection, data analysis,
ethical considerations, and limitations of my phenomenological, single, case study.
Evaluation Question
This study is guided by the following evaluation question: How do the assistant
principals, school-based leadership team members, department chairs, and academy leaders
perceive the Academic Resource and Social Emotional Learning (AR/SEL) Advisory Period
embedded within the school day at one large, comprehensive, suburban, public high school?
Study Methodology
For the purpose of this study, I chose a phenomenological (Spiegelberg & Schuhmann,
1982; Husserl & Welton, 1999), single case study design (Thomas & Myers, 2015; Flyvbjerg,
2011). As Stake (2005) purports, “Case study researchers use the methods of specimens as their
primary method to come to know extensively and intensively about the single case” (p. 444).
This case study included individual, as well as shared experiences, related to the AR/SEL
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Advisory Period. Participants were purposefully selected, and my rationale for their inclusion
was due to their positionality and role(s) including planning, implementing, revising, and
refreshing the AR/SEL Advisory Period project (Levitt, 2020). Individual, semi-structured
interviews and focus groups were conducted with the participants (see Appendix A for individual
interview and focus group questions). The purposeful selection of these contributors assisted me
in my research by gaining a range of perceptions of the AR/SEL Advisory Period, and assisted
me in gaining accurate information from said contributors (Idowu, 2016; Lichtman, 2013).
My interview methodology did incorporate Brinkman & Kvale’s (2018) Seven Stages of
an Interview Inquiry: Thematizing, Designing, Interviewing, Transcribing, Analyzing,
Verifying, and Reporting (Bouridieu, 1999). Grounded theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) was
used to analyze individual interviews and focus group data to, not test existing theory, but to
develop theory from empirical materials (Charmaz & Belgrave, 2012). I subsumed thematic
content analysis for the focus group data, in tandem with, the utilization of phenomenological
reduction of the semi-structured interviews. I also engaged in reflexive journaling, which is
discussed later in this chapter. Other district and school documents served as archival data
regarding the AR/SEL Advisory Period.
Study Design
The description of real time events, without the “expectation of causal explanation,”
are the essence of qualitative case study (Stake, 1995, p. 39). Von Wright (1971) describes the
power of insight in qualitative case study research as an empathic understanding the reader gains
through the narrative that is laden with “thick description” (Stake, 1995, p. 39).” Advocates of
qualitative case study such as Guba and Lincoln (2005), Eisner (2003), and Peshkin (1988),
place a high priority on the direct interpretation of happenings, as opposed to quantitative,
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statistical measurement data. My specific case fits this design due to the complex relationships
at PHS and the intricacies of the successful implementation of an innovative program in areas of
recruitment, engagement, and sustainability of the program model (Hewitt-Taylor, 2012). One of
the strongest arguments for my use of case study is Stake’s stance of ensuring the “person most
responsible for interpretations to be in the field” (Stake, 1995, p. 41). The positionality of my
role as principal at PHS afforded this opportunity.
This qualitative, single case, in-depth study was grounded in constructivism and included
transformational design, as well as trans modal elements. Guba and Lincoln’s (2013)
constructivism, aligned with my belief that educational leaders, through intentionally designed
processes, can make things better for students holistically, in educational settings and beyond.
The empowerment of transformational design lies in its human-centered, interdisciplinary
process, as well as the ability to create sustainably innovative positive changes in educational
ecosystems and/or reshape the formation of said programs, systems, and organizations that may
result in socially progressive outcomes (Arthur, 2014). As lead investigator for the case study
and principal at PHS, I had the ability to redirect and progressively pivot toward a greater good
for all students at PHS.
The examination of living phenomenon encompasses a unique perspective into analysis
through a single case study (Simons, 2009). Transformational study can occur in multiple stages
and is an iterative process that can be applied to large, complex social issues (Abu-Tineh,
Khasawneh, & Al-Omari, 2008). This approach can assist in understanding relationships and
complex educational institutional challenges. This approach helped me to support my students
and stakeholders through my sphere of influence and by my desire to affect positive change at
PHS. Case study can be an emergent experience, which evolves with the organic changes
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through time and, aligns with the “particulars” of an analysis beginning with the understanding
of the source (Simons, 2009). Erickson (2011) skeptically analyzes “assertions” through caution
to allow a new pathway of understanding to be revealed, and to change the current status of
discourse. This study recognized the power of these elements and the impact of its socio-cultural
focus.
Through the pursuit of this qualitative case study, I embarked upon a naturalistic inquiry
that is examined, in an in-depth manner, the socio-cultural phenomena within a high school
setting. I incorporated multiple systems of inquiry including grounded theory and
phenomenology. My role was one of an interpreter in the field (Stake, 1995) as I sought, as a
site-based leader at Panacea High School (PHS), the substantiation of meaning and the lived
experiences of the assistant principals, school-based leadership team, and teacher leaders. The
findings of this study informed my scholarly practice, as I sought to improve the AR/SEL
Advisory Period by ensuring equity, access, and sustainability of an innovative program that
creates connection, academic engagement, and a community of care at PHS. The
epistemological assumptions of this study were borne out of the existence of the multiple
realities of the assistant principals, the leadership team, and the teacher leaders. This can inform
next steps in improving collaborative structures and methods to accomplish a transformation in
the fabric and processes regarding the AR/SEL Advisory Period that can affect the greater good
of the PHS school environment for all learners.
Investigator Positionality
As the principal of PHS, creator and project manager of the AR/SEL Advisory Period,
and by assuming the role of lead investigator in this case study, I was fully aware of my
positionality. I understood that in these multiple roles, I may influence participants, and, in turn,
participants may influence me. An acknowledged aspect of qualitative research is that the
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researcher is not value neutral. I was cognizant of the importance of remaining ever aware of
these subjectivities, and engaged in reflexivity journaling circumvent my reflexivity. As the case
study unfolded, reflecting and revisiting the subjectivities was paramount to myself in relation to
the assistant principal team, and teacher leaders as well. My role and the lens through which I
viewed this study was an integral part of this investigation.
Aligned with best practices, I substantiated the findings before extrapolating their
meaning (Erickson, 2011). Erickson (2011) states that the interpretations of the investigator are
likely to be emphasized more than those of the people studied. However, it is the responsibility
of the investigator to preserve the multiple realities of participants, even if these realities are
contradictory. Qualitative methodology highlights investigator reflexivity as a way to expose
subjectivity and increase accountability (Denzin, 2018). My life experiences as a career
educator, together with the historical significance of being a teacher, an assistant principal,
and currently a principal at the same school, was a rarefied occurrence that most assuredly
impacted my research paradigm (Berger, 2015; Watt, 2007). This unique matriculation pathway
provided a 23-year perspective at the same school site that few investigators can replicate. I
engaged in reflexivity by keeping an investigator journal, maintaining an open dialogue with
stakeholders, and by internally reflecting on the research process.
Ontological Implications
Ontologically, in dealing with questions that arose in relation to my case study, this study
involved the maturation of adolescents. The harsh reality and possibility of a student being
present one moment, and then lost in another, was a very present reality throughout. I believe
my case study could not have encompassed a more important subject. When shining a
searchlight beam on the student human experience in the high school setting, I believe the
following delineation answered that existential question.
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Context and Case Selection
The context of this case study was a large, suburban public high school with 2,212
students and 157 faculty and staff members. The free or reduced lunch/lower socio-economic
student population is at 32.7%. The ethnic breakdown of students at PHS is: 78.1% White;
10.2% Latinx; 4.6% African American; 4.2% Multiracial; 2.5% Asian; and 0.1% Native
American (See Appendix D for School Demographic Information). This case involved the
Panacea High School (PHS) four assistant principals, a twelve-member school-based leadership
team, as well as eighteen department chairs and academy leaders. The assistant principals,
school-based leadership team, department chair and academy teacher leaders drove program
development. Each group was an instrumental and integral part of the conceptualization and
development of the Academic Resource and Social Emotional (AR/SEL) Advisory Program thus
far. I chose this case because it was something unique in and of itself (Stake, 2005). Embracing
Stake’s stance and values, my case study was a choice, not a sample, where learning was of
optimum importance.
The subject was an Academic Resource and Social-Emotional Learning (AR/SEL)
Advisory Period program embedded within a high school student’s class schedule and school
day at PHS. This innovative program was developed to afford all students the opportunity to
excel academically, socially, and emotionally, as they find connection and belonging within a
school, while securing an adult mentor and peer-to-peer connection within a community of care.
The crux of the study served the purpose of evaluating this unique and innovative program.
The object of this case study was an innovative academic, social, and emotional advisory
period embedded within the school day at a large, urban, public high school that provides
equitable access and opportunity for all PHS students to have resources, organizations, adult
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mentors, and peer-to-peer relationships during the school day, to serve as a comprehensive
community of care. The emphasis on these outcomes was to create a learning environment that
promoted not only survivability, but to provide a catalyst for students to thrive in high school.
Participant Recruitment and Selection
Participants were recruited through email invitation. The PHS faculty and staff
members all possessed district webmail access. This was the mode of communication to
recruit and retain participation. The assistant principals, school-based leadership team members,
department chairs, and academy leaders received individual email invitations. The study
purposefully selected members across these four stakeholder groups (i.e., assistant principals,
school-based leadership team members, department chairs, and academy teacher leaders).
Inclusion criteria included having an established, professional working relationship with
participants, which was characterized by trust and rapport. A romantic style of the interviewing
was used between the investigator and interviewees (Ayres et al., 2003).
Participant Demographics
Fifteen teacher leaders (members of SBLT, department chairs, academy leaders) were
interviewed (see Table 1 for teacher leader participant demographics). Two teacher leader focus
groups were conducted, with five teacher leaders participating in each focus group. These
educators shared their experiences being an AR/SEL Advisory Period teacher/facilitator. Teacher
leaders were purposefully selected due to their teacher leadership roles and serving as an
AR/SEL Advisory Period teacher/facilitator. All teacher leader participants are teachers who
have at least one leadership role at PHS. All of the teacher leader interviewees had input, except
for one, in the inception of the AR/SEL Advisory Period. All teacher leaders interviewed, except
for one, were a part of the faculty at PHS last year when the AR/SEL Advisory Period began. All
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teacher leader interviewees, except for one, are a current AR/SEL Advisory Period
Teacher/Facilitator. The one outlier, our Athletic Director and Math intervention specialist,
serves as a substitute teacher for the AR/SEL Advisory Period.
Table 1. Teacher Leader Participant Demographics
Participant
Pseudonyms
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Sal
Pat
Jo
Liam
Charlie
Sandra
Pete
Kiara
Gabe
Summer
Charolette
Jules
Benjamin
Raines
Fisher

Gender and
Ethnicity
M/W
F/W
M/W
F/W
M/P-I
F/W
M/W
F/B
M/W
F/W
F/W
Non-bi/W
M/W
M/W
F/W

Certified
Subject
Area
Physics
Biology
English
Drama
Spanish
Music
Biology
Math
Gifted
Emot/Hndc
Eng/ESOL
Soc/Sci
Soc/Sci
Math
Biology

Highest
Degree

Total Years
Experience

Master
Master
BS
BA
Master
BS
Master
BA
BS
BS
BA
BS
Master
BA
Master

8
15
13
21
7
14
10
19
19
25
12
30
5
19
20

Total Years
in School
District
5
15
13
21
5
14
1
19
19
25
7
15
5
19
20

Four assistant principals were interviewed, and one focus group consisting of the four
assistant principals took place (see Table 2 for assistant principal participant demographics).
These site-based administrative school leaders were purposefully selected because of their
evaluative and supervisory roles over the teacher/facilitators, as well as their involvement in the
creation and implementation of the AR/SEL Advisory Period program.
Table 2. Assistant Principal Participant Demographics
Participant
Pseudonyms
1.
2.
3.
4.

Wren
Lane
Graham
MJ

Gender and
Ethnicity
F/W
F/B
M/W
F/W

Certified
Subject
Area

Highest
Degree

Total Years
Experience

Ed Ldrshp
Ed Ldrshp
Ed Ldrshp
Ed Ldrshp

Master
Ed Spec
Master
Master

11
14
12
27
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Total Years
in School
District
11
1
12
27

Data Collection and Sources
Because it is important for investigators to utilize multiple data sources (Stake, 1995),
data for my study included the interview and focus group transcripts. I also incorporated a
reflective journal, as well as collected archival data. Each one of these data sources are discussed
in more detail in this section. The nineteen individual interviews were conducted in the
Executive Conference Room, as were the three focus group sessions. Interviews ranged from
45-60 minutes in length. The focus groups encompassed 60-90 minutes in duration.
Interviews
I conducted individual, semi-structured interviews with participants in the four
stakeholder groups (i.e., assistant principals, school-based leadership team members, department
chairs, and academy teacher leaders; see Appendix A for interview questions). I interviewed all
four assistant principals, seven of the twelve-member school-based leadership team, and twelve
of the eighteen department chairs and academy leaders. For the school-based leadership team as
well as department chairs and academy leaders, I selected those who met the inclusion criteria
and then subsequently responded to the recruitment email indicating that they would like to
participate in the study.
I conducted interviews first. The purpose of this sequence and process was to gain
participants’ individual perceptions from members of the four stakeholder groups. Throughout
the interview process, I used the romantic relationship-building stance to develop rapport, and to
gain participants’ honest reflections of their lived experiences (Brinkman & Kvale, 2018). I felt
strongly about Roulston’s (2010) decolonization approach, which involves being hyper-aware of
culture and traditions, whether they be personal or school based. From an axiological standpoint,
I listened to seek, and then to understand, as well as to tear down any systems of oppression or
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lack of inclusion. This was my attempt to get out of the way and to amplify the voices of those
who needed to be heard (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2018).
Once I received the completed participant consent forms, an email was sent out through
the school district email server to schedule an interview time slot. All communication was
conducted through my secure district email account. This helped to clarify my multiple roles
within this study. Participants were interviewed during Quarter 2 of the 2021-2022 school year,
which was during October, November, and December of 2021. Interviews were conducted
through in-person, safe, and in a socially distanced format. Interviews were scheduled to last
approximately one hour, and were conducted on school grounds, during regular school hours.
All interviews were recorded and transcribed. Within two weeks of the interviews taking place,
member-checking sessions transpired.
Focus Groups
After conducting individual interviews, I facilitated focus groups involving members of
the four stakeholder groups. This sequencing and purpose of process was to procure consensus
on perceptions of the AR/SEL Advisory Period at PHS. There were four small focus groups with
three to five participants in each focus group, comprised of the four stakeholder groups (i.e.,
assistant principals, school-based leadership team members, department chairs, and academy
leaders; see Appendix A for focus group questions). Focus group participants were invited in the
same manner as interviewees, through district webmail. To ensure the integrity of the focus
group process (Krueger & Casey, 2015), focus group members were a part of an in-person, safe,
socially distanced focus group session on site at PHS, in the Project Based Learning (PBL)
Innovation Lab. This space had the necessary resources to host a socially distanced focus group
session, in a private setting. As principal and lead investigator, I facilitated the focus group
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sessions. The questions, script, timeframe of one hour, and a record keeper remained the same
for each of the three focus groups. All focus groups were recorded and transcribed. Interviews,
observations, and focus group documentation provided rich data, including lush characterization,
and transitional clues (Emerson et. al., 2011).
In developing the questions for the interviews and focus groups, I informed the
development of said questions within a dual-pandemic context (i.e., COVID-19, equity,
inclusion, student well-being, and relationships). I also utilized aspects of key factors in other
school well-being programs that had occurred in New Zealand, Australia, and Boston, MA. I
then piloted questions to ensure efficacy for the intended, purposefully selected participants.
Next, the intentional lens of positive and appreciative inquiry (Burrello, Beitz, & Mann, 2015)
was applied to my interview and focus group questions (Cooperrider, 1986; Cooperrider &
Whitney, 2005; Cooperrider, Whitney, & Stavros, 2008). The questions also reflected the
current literature on innovative advisory periods, peer relationships, adult mentoring, and
communities of care. The framework around questioning incorporated a focus on capturing
stories and encapsulating the teacher, leader, and administrator narratives. The line of
questioning was hyper-focused on the vision and impact from the distinct perspective of the
stakeholders, in a concerted effort to deconstruct barriers among the professional participants.
At a granular level, did the interviewees and focus group members see themselves as leaders,
facilitators, instructors, or all of the above, as it related to the AR/SEL Advisory Period? By the
distillation of the true roles and responsibilities of the teachers, leaders, and administrators of the
AR/SEL Advisory Period, the authentic voices and true representation of said stakeholders could
be heard and be reflected as potentially, and/or truly transformative. These questions, as with
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this study, sought to ultimately spotlight aspects of the program that are successful, while
extrapolating areas of opportunity, for the optimal growth of this innovative program.
Reflective Journal
By keeping a reflective journal (Watt, 2007), I aimed to achieve transparency about my
position in this case study, as well as to remain as candid as possible regarding my lived
experiences on this journey. My journal contained jottings that were brief, written records of
events and impressions that are captured in key words or phrases. A reflective journal served as
a narrative from the research-educator’s perspective and assisted in further subjectivism in my
case analysis. Before embarking on the interview and focus group process, the collection of my
thoughts during preparation, and the reflections after these processes, served as a reflection on
how my own perspectives influenced my study (Grbich, 2013). I sought to better understand my
thoughts and wonderings throughout the study, as well as to clarify my multiple roles,
reflexivity, and positionality (Chenail, 2011; Pillow, 2003).
Transcription
Interview and focus group audio recordings were transcribed as soon as possible. The
initial phase of transcription was to transcribe the events and narrative verbatim (Kvale, 2015).
Next, the transcription was anonymized by redacting any private or personal information
including the identity of the participants and the school.
Member Checks
Member checks were used to ensure the clarification from participants minimized bias
and increased transparency in my data collection (Roulston, 2010). Feedback from interviewees
and focus group members was integral in ensuring trustworthiness and validity (Miles et al.,
2014). After data was anonymized and any personal identifying factors were redacted, the
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interview and focus group transcripts were shared with each corresponding participant to check
for validity. This ensured that all concerned parties’ privacy and confidentiality were protected.
Document Analysis
A document analysis of district, as well as site-based texts and aggregated data
specific to PHS made public by the county school board was conducted to allow the exploration
of additional and idiosyncratic perspectives. Archival data included project meeting minutes,
agendas, staff emails, curriculum for the AR/SEL Advisory Period, quarterly calendars for the
AR/SEL Advisory Period, quarterly status data reports, as well as district-level and school-based
data artifacts like the School Improvement Plan (SIP) and the district strategic mission and vision
documents. Document analysis allowed for the methodical appraising of archival documents
(Altheide & Schneider, 2013).
Data Analysis
Coding. Data driven coding implies that the investigator develops codes through readings
of the material and the development of themes (e.g., grounded theory). In principle, anything
can be coded, such as specific acts, events, activities, strategies, statements, meanings, norms,
symbols, level of participation, relationships, conditions or constraints, consequences, settings,
and even reflexive coding that record the investigator’s role in the process (Gibbs, 2018). I
employed these coding techniques throughout my analysis process (Saldana, 2016).
Analysis. I found repeating themes within the interview and focus group transcriptions
by thoroughly reviewing the data (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). I then coded the emergent
themes with keywords and phrases. After that, I grouped the codes into concepts hierarchically,
and then categorized the concepts through relationships (Foley & Timonen, 2015).

51

Reporting. All observations, interviews, and archival documents received
representation, as well as clarification through distilled prose. Methodological research leads us
to the triangulation and crystallization of the case study data through direct interpretation (Leech
& Onwuegbuzie, 2007). Through dialogue and discourse analysis, sketches, episodes, and
scenes, the essence of the data is communicated, while also vicariously transporting the reader
into the world of the case study.
I incorporated several writing techniques to achieve an elegance in design, in order to
simplify the inherent complexity that lies within a case study. Thick, descriptive data, along with
vignettes or episodes created a sense of vicarious experience and transferability for the readers of
this case study (Caulley, 2008). Stake (1995) offers naturalistic and sage advice from research
designer Julian Stanley urging a ruthless winnowing and sifting of the data to achieve the most
salient prose. I found Stake’s seven boxes (or sections) to be especially helpful in the narrative
development of my case study. First, the entry vignette (e.g., the hook) to establish context and
help to create a sense of vicarious experience. Next, issue identification and the purpose/method
of the study created the scenario for how the case came to be in existence, who I am, as well as
issues to commiserate with the case. Then, extensive narrative description existed to further
define case and contexts (e.g., body of uncontestable data, the “innocent bystander” in my mind;
controversial data presented by a “contender or witness”). Following that, the development of
issues took place, including a few key issues to understand complexity and to help in drawing on
prior literature, and/or the investigator’s understanding of the case. A prescriptive next step was
to provide descriptive detail from documents, quotations, and triangulation data that pinpointed
issues in need of further probing. This was the best place to confirm experiential data, and to not
only confirm observations (i.e., triangulations), but what an investigator has done to
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“disconfirm” them (Stake, 2005, p. 123). Assertions provided information that allowed readers
to reconsider or to modify their generalizations. This is where Stake describes his summary of
the understanding of how the case takes place, and how the generalizations previously held may
have “changed conceptually, or by a level of confidence” (Stake, p. 123). Stake closed his case
studies by incorporating a vignette, in an experiential vein, to remind readers that this is only one
person’s “encounter with a complex case” (Stake, p. 123). The impetus for incorporating Stake’s
seven boxes is that this method assists in limiting pages while retaining focus. Stake also
admonishes the case study investigator that writing the report is a privilege that should be met
with constraint, as it is not just “storytelling.” There were important and relevant facts I
considered while I translated the necessary facts of my case study.
Caulley’s (2008) research around making qualitative studies less boring offers case study
investigators sage advice on techniques of writing creative non-fiction. He purports that the
process should be deeply committed to the truth. These literary tools ascribe to the vivid
fictional techniques of prose that can hook a reader from the first words of a narrative. Lee
Gutkind (2012), the guru of creative non-fiction, describes the basic objective to be one of
capturing a subject so effectively that even the most resistant reader will become interested. I
incorporated these methodologies into my study.
Ethical Considerations
Through the study of others, Simons (2009) contends we are able to then understand
programs and policies by uncovering the perspectives of those who enact them. Morally and
ethically, I gained great insight by my own principal’s educative journey (Dimartino & Clark,
2008). Procedural ethics as related to human subjects, while also applying sensitivity to cultural
and ethnic backgrounds, informed my study approaches and processes. Because the context of
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my case study was a complex social environment, Nodding’s (1995) reflexivity of care work was
a guiding treatise that was in alignment with my case study (e.g., meaningful connections in and
around literature, findings, interpretations, and transcriptions). These tenets are part of a case
study designed to create dynamic social, procedural, educative, and life-sustaining innovation.
Nodding states, “instead of turning to a principle for guidance, a carer returns to the cared-for”
(Noddings, 1992, p. 187). This quote guided me throughout my case study.
Bearing these precepts in mind, I ensured participation remained voluntary and
anonymous. No incentives were offered for participants, as this could have negatively impacted
the trustworthiness and integrity of the study. An informed consent letter was given to each
participant that included all aspects of the study procedures (see Appendix C). Case study
subjects were informed of their right to withdraw from the study at any time, without any
penalty. Participants were asked to discuss their experiences and perceptions of the Academic,
Social-Emotional (AR/SEL) Advisory Period at PHS. Although reflecting on perceptions and
experiences of the AR-SEL Advisory Period was considered to be of minimal risk, participants
may have experienced the recalling of memories that were painful, or have anxiety triggered,
upon remembering difficult situations. I offered our Employee Assistance Program (EAP)
counseling services to mitigate any potential uncomfortable experiences as a result of
participation in the study.
Quality Criteria and Trustworthiness
I employed Tracy’s (2010) eight “Big Tent” criteria that ensured excellent qualitative
research, resulting in a case study that was credible, valid, transferable, and reliable. The eight
criteria are: a worthy topic, rich rigor, sincerity, credibility, resonance, significant contribution,
ethics, and meaningful coherence. The eight-point conceptualization uses a pedagogical model,
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as well as common language that is proven to be integral by a wide variety of audiences (Tracy,
2010). The three most used devices for data reconstruction confirmability are peer debriefing,
triangulation of data, and member checks (Lincoln & Guba, 2007). I utilized triangulation of
data and member checks, and interweaved aspects of Schwandt’s (2018) work that involved
judging interpretations for reliability and validity (O’Brien, et al., 2014).
Power Dynamics
The best way to approach power dynamics in relationships is to acknowledge and discuss
them initially (Davis et al., 2018; Roer-Strier & Sands, 2015). The mitigation of any possible
issues involving power dynamics in my study involved frank and explicit conversations outlining
the participants’ rights. For assistant principals, faculty and staff members, as well as
department and academy leaders, participation was completely unrelated to their supervisor’s
work and/or did not involve any evaluative or punitive consequences. This reduced the risk of
any coercion or pressure occurring. The risk associated with participation in the interviews and
focus groups was considered minimal.
Data Storage
Interview and focus group transcripts were archived on the investigator’s
password protected computer, with all digital copies secured as well. Interview and focus group
recordings and transcriptions were uploaded to a secure digital file provided by the university
and were password protected. Journal entries were secured through a digital file and were
password protected. Any identifying information was removed from journal entries,
field notes, interviews, and focus group data. Any information that could threaten anonymity
was not reported.
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Summary
This phenomenological, single case study evaluated the innovative programming of an
Academic Resource and Social Emotional Learning (AR/SEL) Advisory Period at one large
suburban public high school in the southeastern United States. Participants included four
assistant principals, twelve school-based leadership team members, and eighteen department
chair and academy teacher leaders. This qualitative study was guided by a constructivist stance
that resulted in a rich and vibrant collection of voices from each of the interviews and focus
group sessions. I ensured credibility and trustworthiness by recognizing my positionality in
conducting the study, since I serve in the role as supervisor and evaluator of each of the
participants. I engaged in intentional, ethical relationship development, to ensure that there was
thick description of data, and opportunities for member reflection.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
FINDINGS
The purpose of this phenomenological, single case study was to understand the
experiences of the leadership team and teacher leaders on the implementation of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period experience that was embedded within the school day. The study question was:
How do the assistant principals, school-based leadership team members, department chairs, and
academy leaders perceive the Academic Resource and Social Emotional Learning (AR/SEL)
Advisory Period embedded within the school day at one large, comprehensive, suburban, public
high school? This chapter includes the findings from the semi-structured interviews and focus
groups within one high school (Panacea High School; see Appendix A and B for interview and
focus group protocols). Themes from interview and focus group data are presented, and strengths
as well as areas of growth in the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program are discussed.
Findings From Teacher Leader Interviews
The results of the teacher leader interviews included three themes regarding their
experiences with the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program: 1) fostering a community of care; 2)
ensuring buy-in among teachers and students; as well as the 3) need to communicate a clear and
coherent mission and vision for the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program. Teacher leaders shared
their experiences within the program during the COVID-19 pandemic in individual interviews,
along with pivotal stories about student well-being, relationships, and impactful experiences
provided by the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program. Themes that emerged from teacher leader
interviews are discussed below and summarized in Table 3.
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Table 3. Themes from Teacher Leader Interviews
Themes
Fostering a Community
of Care

Ensuring Buy-in among
Teachers and Students
Communicating a Clear
and Coherent Vision and
Mission

Description of Themes
• Nurturing relationships
• Cultivating connections through activities
• School-wide messaging (The Morning Show)
• Fostering a safe space
• Year 1 versus Year 2
• From hybrid to fully in-person AR/SEL Advisory Period
classroom
•
•

Year 1 more of an SEL focus/Year 2 AR inclusion
The vision and mission is unknown or unclear

Fostering a Community of Care
Nurturing Relationships. All teacher leader participants perceived that students were
“shell-shocked” and found it difficult to interact during year one (2020) of the AR/SEL Advisory
Period and the COVID-19 pandemic. They found the hybrid learning format during first
semester of year one to be challenging, and the simultaneous teaching environment not
conducive to promoting student interaction, engagement, or connection. Teacher leader
participants expressed frustration in not knowing which student group to focus on during hybrid
learning (i.e., face-to-face, or online). Summer shared, “I never really knew who to focus my
attention on, and that was super frustrating.” The teacher-student bond that was deemed so
important was easier to create in year two, as voiced by all eighteen teacher leaders interviewed.
Fourteen out of fifteen teacher leaders perceived that students engaging in online
instruction faced more barriers to developing relationships than students involved in face-to-face
instruction. In-person practices, such as social distancing (e.g., physical proximity) and wearing
facemasks, presented barriers to connecting and building relationships with students in the
AR/SEL Advisory Period initially. According to Pete during year one:
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It was so hard to tell if a kid was smiling or frowning! Even though they say eyes are a
key to the soul, or whatever; it was even harder, during COVID-19, to maintain any kind
of eye contact to gauge a student’s expression, and what they were feeling.
Teacher leader participants discussed how the inability to use physical proximity during
AR/SEL Advisory Period due to social distancing practices and a hybrid learning format
hindered their ability to establish and maintain relationships between and among teachers and
students. Benjamin spoke about how, each day, using “Even the most silly question; it can be
random, or not. But I make each and every one of my AR kids answer out loud, at least one time,
each AR class.”
However, teacher leader participants described the freeing effects of the open form of
AR/SEL Advisory Period, and its ability to create an environment that fostered the building of
relationships without the stress of having to deliver core or curricular content. This advisory
period allowed teacher leaders more time to build teacher-to-student and peer-to-peer
relationships. Benjamin shared, “Because we did not have to deliver required content, or worry
about a high-stakes test; it lifted a lot of pressure I normally feel.” She relayed that this “provided
the space to solidify all the relationships” in her AR/SEL Advisory Period. In addition, seventeen
of the eighteen teacher participants viewed the inclusion of multiple grade levels in the AR/SEL
Advisory Period Program classes as positive, in that it helped to build and support a community
of care that could not be created elsewhere.
Teacher leader participants valued conversations about shared experiences of living in a
global pandemic with students, as it provided a springboard for relationship-building and
solidification of connections, as well as the creation of a community of care within their AR/SEL
Advisory Period class. For students to have the space to relax, re-focus, talk to a teacher (other
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than their class-scheduled teacher), and interact with multi-level grade level peers was described
by interviewees as a key indicator of success of the program during COVID-19. Summer shared,
“My message is: This is your home base; I’m your go-to adult; and I have nothing to hold over
you. You belong, and you can share anything you want, without fear.”
Cultivating Connections Through Activities. Several teacher leaders described how
unique activities that were infused into the AR/SEL Advisory Period classroom periods were a
catalyst for connection among their students. Eleven out of 15 teacher leaders reported using
probing questions, attendance questions, and ice-breaker type activities to engage students. These
same teacher leaders shared that these strategies were more effective during year two and “easier
to implement,” in addition to promoting connections within the AR class. For instance, Jules
shared that a pivotal moment in their AR class was when “We participated in the What-I-WouldTell-My-Younger-Self activity. I witnessed younger and older students having those aha
moments, both from different perspectives, but super impactful to everyone in my [AR] class.”
Fourteen out of fifteen teacher leaders interviewed described activities that were
beneficial in providing opportunities for students to “breathe,” practice mindfulness through the
Inner-Explorer software program. “down time” to talk with teachers and peers, while having the
opportunity to reach out for academic, social, and emotional supports. Fun, interactive, and
connective activities like the Kahoot! Get-to-know-your-faculty game, and the Origami “Bloomwhere-you’re-planted” event were mentioned as lighthouse moments (e.g., activities that stood
out as having touched, or “lit up” essentially all AR classrooms) across the AR/SEL Advisory
Period program platform by thirteen out of the fifteen teacher/leaders interviewed.
School-Wide Messaging Via The Morning Show. Participating teacher leaders
interviewed shared that during COVID-19, their overall AR/SEL Advisory Period was a bonding
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experience. This was due to the school-wide communication format of the Morning Show [the
broadcast media platform that begins each AR/SEL Advisory Period], with time during AR to
“break-down and discuss” salient topics brought up in the broadcast. Kiara expressed:
So many students would have not been able to get so many important messages about
scholarships, Bright Futures hours, mental health supports, and so much more, had it not
been for everyone being in an AR class, and this opportunity for a school-wide, captive
audience.
The Morning Show content was a streamlined communication source that ensured that all
students received the same messages. All students, whether online, or face-to-face, were able to
have access to the Morning Show and its messaging. Teacher leader interviewees described the
Morning Show content as a “springboard” and “jumping off point” to discuss sensitive topics
with students, as well as a gateway to personalize content for their AR/SEL Advisory Period
students. This ultimately served in building stronger relationships, as well as solidifying the
AR/SEL AP classroom as a community of care, by bringing everyone together virtually through
the Morning Show. This provided the same, foundational information for all students, while
providing them a shared, common experience.
Fostering a Safe Space. There was a consensus among teacher leader participants that
the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program helped to foster a safe space among students, teachers,
and the school community. Fourteen our of 15 teacher leaders interviewed described the AR/SEL
Advisory Period as a safe space. Participating teacher leaders voiced that the program provided
opportunities for students to “breathe,” practice mindfulness, talk to teachers and peers, as well
as reach out for academic, social, and emotional supports. In addition, the infusion of mental
health lessons was viewed an important facet of the curriculum during the pandemic. Charolette
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valued the mandated mental health lessons stating, “the best thing about them was the way they
were conversation starters for really important, life-saving topics, and helped me, as their AR
teacher to forge deeper relationships.” The strategic, scripted mental health lessons included
relevant topics such as suicide, self-harm, depression, substance abuse, as well as bullying and
harassment education.
The AR/SEL Advisory Program provided, for many students, a safe haven, with a trusted
adult, that held no hidden agenda. Raines reflected how there was help, connection, and a sense
of belonging among students. He stated, “I tell them: I have nothing to hold over you, no agenda;
I’m just here to help.” All teachers interviewed spoke about how the AR/SEL Advisory Period
program provided an opportunity for authentic dialogue, as well as social and emotional
interaction between and among teachers and students. These interactions, teacher leaders stated,
provided a sense of belonging and were pivotal in working towards the goal at PHS of 100%
student success. As Fisher shared, “It’s a campus connection, to really everything! It’s our
chance to make sure every student gets what they need, no matter what it is!” Because of
COVID-19 and the resulting uncertainty and stressors that many students experienced, the
program focused more on supporting students’ social-emotional learning and adjustment, rather
than academic achievement during year one, and in the beginning of year two (school year 20202021 and 2021-2022). The permission given to one another, as teachers and students, to “not
know what was going to happen,” and be “in this together,” was described as a powerful aspect
of the AR/SEL AP Program classroom bonding experience, by Pete.
As a result of the pandemic, many students’ responsibilities and pressures increased,
according to the teacher leaders interviewed. Many students provided necessary income to their
families, babysat siblings, and mourned the loss of loved ones. An especially poignant story was
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when Sandra shared how a student in her AR reached out to the class for emotional support, “She
[the student] said Miss, I need a moment; my uncle was put on a ventilator last night.” Teacher
leaders also shared that the program provided sustainability of students’ mental health and
wellbeing in a consistent format. Interviewee 3 recounted, “I emailed and texted Ms. P. [school
social worker] more times than I can count over the past year. For me, it was knowing that the
student was going to get the help they needed.”
Ensuring Buy-In Among Teachers and Students
Year 1 versus Year 2. All teacher leader participants agreed it was difficult to gain buyin from teachers and students the first year due to COVID-19 restrictions, but that teacher and
student buy-in increased from year 1 to year 2 of the AR/SEL Advisory Period implementation.
Specifically, teacher leaders found it was easier to cultivate student voice, interaction, and
connections during year two of the pandemic. Liam voiced that in year two, “engaging students
seemed so much easier to do this year, as opposed to last year, especially in the AR class.” The
sense of isolation in semester one of year one for the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program due to
COVID-19, began to lessen semester two of year one. In year two of the implementation of the
AR/SEL AP Program, teacher leaders reported that the isolation had further dissipated. All
fifteen teacher leaders shared that the closed-off nature of students, as well as their lack of
engagement, began to shift at the end of year one, especially in the AR/SEL Advisory Period
Program classrooms. Sal shared that in year one the “apathy of students was so thick; you could
cut it with a knife.” Kiara described students in year two as “waking up from a deep slumber.”
Teacher leader participants also voiced that students took more ownership of their
learning during year two, as they had “less ability to hide.” Given that all students were back in
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person during year two and there were no mask mandates, many barriers to interaction were
lifted. Charlie described students during year two as:
More willing to, not just take part, but really are trying to give ideas, and get creative
with the AR projects and contests. It’s really becoming more like a family, where
everyone is taking a part, in their own way.
Although participants viewed learning activities in AR/SEL AP classes during year one
as beneficial for information dissemination, social and emotional learning, as well as relationship
building, they perceived that all aspects of the program were even more effective during year
two. Gabe stated, “Everything is easier this year in AR; getting kids to participate,
communicating with them, and it’s almost like, yeah, this is year two, and we’re in a groove.” Jo
shared that “Just being able to see the kids relax and breathe. I mean, we even did Yoga! There
is a more buy-in vibe this year, for sure.”
From Hybrid to Fully In-Person AR/SEL Advisory Period Classroom. Teacher
leader participants pointed to a pivotal point midway through year one, in January 2021. This is
when the hybrid AR/SEL Advisory Period Program format was switched from a hybrid to a fully
in-person format during the second semester. Teacher leader participants voiced how this
transition eased their ability to meet students’ needs in AR/SEL Advisory Period. An interesting
caveat observed by the AR/SEL Advisory Period teacher leaders was that students who were
solely online for year one demonstrated slower buy-in behavior during year two. In contrast,
students attending in-person during years one and two were observed displaying increased
connections, stronger relationships (both adult and peer), as well as higher levels of engagement
and buy-in to aspects of the AR/SEL Advisory Period. Pete described it as “recovering from
being hand-cuffed to desks basically!” This feeling was likely due to the mandated masking and
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social distancing practices. Gabe shared that even though her AR students changed this year
(class roster), the overall feeling was “Ok; this is AR. It’s what we do at PHS, and it’s kind of
expected. I noticed kids this year coming out of their shell way quicker than last year.” Fourteen
out of fifteen teacher leaders interviewed reported this engagement phenomenon as well. The
consensus of teacher leaders interviewed was that implementing something new [AR/SEL
Advisory Period] during COVID-19 was hard on the faculty at PHS, which may have resulted in
a lack of buy-in from many teachers. During year two, teacher leader participants perceived that
the negativity had dissipated as the AR/SEL AP Program grew and evolved.
Communicating a Clear and Coherent Mission and Vision
During year one, Kiara described the mission and vision of the AR/SEL Advisory Period
Program as “a place to stop, catch your breath, and catch up.” They described the feeling “about
AR,” among faculty and students as a “school-wide pause button, in the middle of the day.” All
teacher leaders interviewed expressed frustration, especially during year 1 because they did not
know what the mission and vision of the AR/SEL AP Program was. The overall message during
year two, according to all 15 teacher leaders interviewed, was one of unity, and a sense among
teacher leaders that, as Benjamin shared, “we’re in this together.” After the inception and first
year of the AR/SEL Advisory Period program, during COVID-19, perceptions from teacher
leaders intimated that traction had occurred, and a more “positive momentum” was building.
And yet there was a consensus that the mission and vision of the AR/SEL AP Program
was still unknown, or at best, unclear. As Charolette stated, “There really isn’t a streamlined
message out there about what AR is. Everyone has their own idea, but no one really knows, like,
the real answer.” Fisher shared (2021):
I think the message is, yeah, sure, there could be this glossy pamphlet idea of what it is,
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but we really need to nail down is: How do we capture the essence of how to get at that
goal of keeping the SEL thing going; while capturing the academic piece too.
All fifteen interviewees agreed that a clear and coherent message about the mission and vision of
the AR/SEL AP Program that was clearly communicated was integral to the growth and
sustainability of the advisory program.
In summary, teacher leaders’ perceptions and feelings centered around three common
themes: 1) fostering a community of care; 2) ensuring buy-in among teachers and students; and
3) creating a clear and coherent mission and vision for the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program.
Findings from Assistant Principal Interviews
The results of the assistant principal interviews included four themes: 1) fostering a
community of care; 2) program implementation and development; 3) ensuring buy-in among
teachers and students; and 4) communicating a clear mission and vision (See Table 4).
Table 4. Themes from Assistant Principal Interviews
Themes
Fostering a Community of
Care
Program Implementation and
Development
Ensuring Buy-in among
Teachers and Students
Communicating a Clear and
Coherent Vision and Mission

Description of Themes
• Nurturing relationships
• Promoting a safe space
• School-wide messaging (The Morning Show)
• Program implementation
• Curriculum development
• Year 1 versus Year 2
• Looping as crucial to gaining buy-in
• Promotion of buy-in
• Perceptions of the program’s mission and vision
• Confirm and disseminate program mission and vision

Fostering a Community of Care
Nurturing Relationships. Teacher-student relationships were viewed by all four
assistant principals interviewed as central to the success of the AR/SEL Advisory Period
Program. For instance, Wren shared: “[teachers] having a relationship with each one of the kids
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is what really matters.” Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, all of the administrators reported
observing teachers utilizing ice breakers as well as relationship and team building activities more
often in the AR class. Lane reported more student engagement in the AR classes than in core
content areas. There was a consensus among the administrators that year two of the ng AR/SEL
Advisory Period Program teachers were able to be more effective in engaging and motivating
students, while also establishing relationships, as compared to year one. MJ shared that the
smaller teacher-to-pupil-ratio created a “perfect opportunity for student-to-teacher relationship
building.” AP S., whose child is an ESE student at the school, described her son’s relationship
with his AR teacher as “caring, enduring,” and described her son’s AR teacher as having the
“uncanny ability to pull him out of his shell.” Wren described an incident where a student in the
band director’s AR class was experiencing suicide ideation, and that the connection the student
and band director had forged as a result of AR, “essentially saved his life.” Thus, a theme
among all AP’s was the nurturing of relationships among teachers and students within the
AR/SEL Advisory Period program.
Fostering a Safe Space. The assistant principals expressed, during the course of their
interviews, that the AR/SEL AP provided a “haven,” with the opportunity to have, and allow
permission for, a few moments of “respite.” Graham stated that the SEL and mental health
lessons, as well as the team-building activities provided “frameworks to combat the oppression
and fear COVID brought to our students and teachers.” MJ shared that the barriers put up by the
pandemic were essentially removed “through the mental health and SEL lessons” that the
AR/SEL Advisory Period provided. In other words, the mental health lessons demonstrated
strategies and shared resources for coping with the isolation and subsequent depression that
many students were experiencing during the pandemic. While the SEL curriculum was crucial in
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establishing relationship skills and connection activities. She also voiced how strong teacher to
student connection and meaningful relationships helped to assist in the provision of mental
health supports, with “kids getting what they needed faster.” Graham reflected on year one:
I really believe because teachers were getting to know their students better; they were
able to pinpoint their needs, and contact us, or the SSW (school social worker) or SRO
(school resource officer) quicker, because they really knew their kids.
Administrators described optimal moments of the AR/SEL classroom were when teachers
and students are engaged in “meaningful SEL lessons.” A general consensus among
administrators was that the non-threatening or non-confrontational manner in which many
AR/SEL teacher facilitators approached academics with students created an environment of
“support” and “non-judgment.” All four administrators shared instances of students freely
expressing academic struggles to their AR/SEL Advisory Period teacher. They each described a
“no-shame,” and “risk-free” environment in the AR/SEL Advisory Period program classrooms
they observed, whereby students candidly talked about their grades and scholastic struggles,
while also seeking help and guidance from their AR/SEL Advisory Period program teacher.
School-Wide Messaging via The Morning Show. The school-wide messaging
capability that The Morning Show provided to all stakeholders at PHS was a conduit of
important information, as well as a culture and school spirit catalyst. Lane shared how the
content that administrators, teachers, and students shared in AR/SEL AP classes were “gamechangers” in meeting students’ needs. From a mini-documentary about a forgotten cemetery of
19th century marginalized Floridians in Dunedin, to step-by-step instructions on how to access
the “Say Something” life-saving application, The Morning Show was a conduit of vetted and
integral messaging that communicated required, important and timely information to all faculty,
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staff, and students at PHS. And as the AP in charge of PHS’s site-based COVID response team,
Lane used the Morning Show as a type of “myth-busters platform,” as well as a “vehicle to share
calmness,” throughout the entire school. For example, it was utilized as a platform to broadcast
COVID-19 safety measures, the latest quarantine updates, as well as how to properly wear a
mask, and how to effectively wash your hands to ensure the highest level of protection from the
virus. Lastly, Wren described the ability to reach the entire school, faculty, and student body, “all
at the same time,” [through the Morning Show] as being a positive and “powerful” tool. Her
thoughts centered on the positive impact of a “unified message” that could not only cause
campus-wide “calm,” but also prove pivotal in generating “excitement,” and “school spirit.”
Wren spoke of the impact upon our student body and faculty when the ceremony capturing the
retiring of our “Forever Warhawk” S.’s jersey was broadcast throughout the school during an
AR/SEL Advisory Period Program class period. “It was as if the entire school community could
collectively grieve, while supporting one another.” And an instance of a joyous occasion was
recounted by Graham when our Top 10 Teacher of the Year Finalist, Mrs. J’s reveal ceremony,
replete with the Marching Band, Cheerleaders, and her cheering students was telecast schoolwide. These emotion-packed events, shared via The Morning Show and viewed by the entire
school community, galvanized student and teachers’ sense of belonging, while solidifying a
community of care.
Program Implementation and Development
Program Implementation. The assistant principals shared how the program
development process needed a more “global view.” As MJ shared, “We were building the plane,
while flying it!” Each of the four assistant principals felt that a strategic planning process the
summer preceding each school year, whereby stakeholders could intentionally develop the foci
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for an entire year for the AR/SEL Advisory Program was crucial. For Lane, if the AR lesson
content and resources were not “solid, that’s a problem.” He described power points not
flowing, inactive resource links online, and other “technology issues.” He described a scenario
where, “If teachers in AR are not confident; Or do not have a Plan B, the class is gonna break
down.” Each of the four assistant principals interviewed communicated that well-planned and
thought out curriculum, as well as a detailed calendar with clear pacing guidance was crucial for
continuity and successful program implementation. MJ cited “relationship-building
opportunities, SEL, and intentional academic supports” as highlights of when the AR/SEL AP
program is at its best. Another high point, in Lane’s estimation is when technology, resources,
and the teacher-facilitator are all working together to communicate and “move kids forward, [not
just] socially and emotionally, but academically too.”
Curriculum Development. A theme in all four assistant principal interviews was the
need for the AR/SEL Advisory Period program’s curriculum to continue to develop in a way that
flowed with the school year and also was meaningful in meeting students’, as well as faculty
members’ needs. Each assistant principal discussed how there were instances of the curriculum
“landing at the right place, in the right time-frame.” However, there was a general feeling that
lack of careful curriculum planning had caused frustration for teachers and their AR/SEL AP
classes.
For Lane, if the AR lesson content and resources were not “solid, that’s a problem.”
Graham believed a turning point in year two for the AR/SEL course content was when different
teachers, and then, student groups, took ownership of several key themes and presentations (e.g.,
Florida Bright Futures student presentation and the school counselor infomercial on our college
and career center, and the “how-to-approach FAFSFA” session). This student-led and faculty-
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driven curriculum content resonated with all AR/SEL AP stakeholders because of its requisite
relevancy.
Graham shared how the Warhawks at a Glance (WAG), a graduation checklist
(developed just for PHS and strategically infused into the AR/SEL classes), had all students
regardless of grade level thinking about their academic record. This, in their estimation, was a
positive step forward for the program’s development. Lane believed that when the “adults,
students, and teachers” are able to “make meaningful relationships happen, successful lifecoaching opportunities can abound,” within the curriculum mapping.
Wren shared that this year’s curriculum development is “so much better than the first
year of AR, [due to] tons and tons of new faculty members and students wanting to volunteer to
create and teach AR/SEL lessons.” Her take-away is that the “relevancy and resonance” of the
curriculum was more meaningful in year two, as compared to year one. “building on that
momentum, will be crucial to the [continued] success of AR.”
Lastly, in Wren’s estimation, all students would benefit from “test-taking strategies,
prescriptive academic plans, mental health assessments, and continued SEL activities.” She
believes that by “developing all facets of these necessary aspects of AR, students will reap
“fantastic dividends.” Wren’s wondering is how to best identify teacher exemplars, and to
facilitate a “lab, or model AR classroom,” to encourage what she describes as AR/SEL Advisory
Period program teachers’ “best practices.”
Ensuring Buy-in among Teachers and Students. All four assistant principals expressed
that teacher and student buy-in was important for the AR/SEL Advisory Period program to be
effective, and that this had the potential to propel the program forward, more than any other
factor. However, MJ shared that a lack of teacher buy-in has been a barrier their ability to

71

“effectively implement the AR curriculum.” In her role, facilitating AR/SEL Advisory Period
program teacher fidelity is “hard, because teachers know their performance as an AR/SEL
Advisory Period teacher is not really evaluative,” even though it does fall under “other duties,”
as assigned in the contract. MJ wondered, “how motivating would it be to remind teachers of that
contract language, though.” Lane shared that “the fun and valuable” aspects of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period program cannot be “over-communicated in achieving student, as well as teacher
buy-in. We have to keep getting the message out there, in order for buy-in at all levels to
happen.”
Year 1 Versus Year 2. All four administrators interviewed shared differences in teacher
and student buy-in during years one and two. Graham shared that year two was “so much better
than last year, [due to] many faculty members and students wanting to be a part of the planning
process for AR.” For Wren a breakdown in buy-in seemed to occur when communication of
what was supposed to occur in that day’s lesson was not clear. This could be due to a “lack of
communication,” or to technology issues, including a “glitch with the Morning Show,” [e.g., a
faulty link to a YouTube channel; failure send a QR code to teachers] according to Wren. MJ
stated that break downs occurred in AR classrooms where there is a “lack of teacher buy-in.”
Another instance was when students either skipped the period or were unable to access
the content or forge relationships with their AR teacher. Common themes for MJ were a “lack of
teacher or student buy-in; chronic absenteeism;” and/or “total disengagement,” which she
described as the “collateral damage” of teachers not understanding our overall “goal, or mission,
or vision.”
For Graham, an administrative point and lead for the AR/SEL AP Program since its
inception, described a break down or lack of buy-in resulting in their receiving: “A lot of text
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messages from teachers!” These texts were essentially “cries for help,” in their estimation, due to
lack of preparation or planning on someone’s part. This occurrence inevitably led to a lack of
buy-in on the part of teachers and students. In addition to receiving texts, Graham listed the
subject lines of the emails she received from teacher/facilitators in AR: “Internet went down; no
copies made; link not working; power point not formatted correctly.” In their experience, those
are just “a few of the myriad of things that can go wrong.” And Graham’s frustration was a result
of how these “fractures in the AR process,” caused a subsequent “lack of buy-in from all the
stakeholders in AR.” Graham also relayed that teachers who do not buy-in, and/or tend to be
negative, “panic the most.”
Wren believed that veteran teachers overall were “in the groove with AR; especially year
two.” She expressed that the continuity is helping everyone in “accepting AR as the norm.”
Wren also expressed a common theme among all four administrators: “Teachers of AR who
have built [or have the ability to “build strong and meaningful relationships with kids, complain,
or panic, the least.”[or have the ability to] “build strong and meaningful relationships with kids,
complain, or panic the least.”
Looping as Crucial to Gaining Buy-In. All four assistant principals shared that
consistency through looping and planning within the AR/SEL AP program can assist in not only
promoting buy-in, but to forge important relationships. MJ wanted to pitch the opportunity for
AR teacher-facilitators to loop, as the school guidance counselors transitioned to a looping
format with their students this year. The rationale MJ cited was the opportunity for the AR/SEL
teacher and students to “forge an even deeper, and more meaningful connection” throughout the
four year cycle.
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Promotion of Buy-In. All four assistant principals highlighted the importance of
professional development for AR facilitators, as well as clarification of the mission, vision, and
school-wide goals for the AR/SEL Advisory Period program to promote buy-in from key
stakeholders, including teachers and students. Lane believed that we must continue to cultivate a
“better understanding of what AR means to gain teacher buy-in”. He witnessed many teachers
facilitating AR lessons effectively, as well as building relationships, while creating connections
within their class, but believes if we can achieve full-faculty fidelity, the student buy-in piece
will “click.” Lane believed if we can get buy-in from both teachers and student leader groups, the
“momentum will continue to ramp up.” An important area of opportunity Lane outlined is the
new faculty-member onboarding process for AR/SEL. “We have to ensure we are cultivating it
(the new onboarding process), and tweaking the material for the AR facilitator onboarding each
year.”
Graham stressed that to move forward we must work out ways for students to effectively
move through some type of academic supports “rotation (a personalized academic wheel).” This,
in his estimation, is the “only way” to achieve some type of necessary, “more personalized,
academic, tutor-type, rigorous, operational structure” that can meet the needs of our students, and
create both, student and teacher, buy-in. “The way to achieve that in a school of nearly 2,000
students is the dilemma right now.” Continuing to build buy-in is key, according to Graham, and
developing a way to market the program as “the most valuable 37 minutes in your day!”
Communicating a Clear and Coherent Vision and Mission
Achieving consensus on a clear mission and vision for the AR/SEL Advisory Period
Program was discussed as a necessary next step forward by each of the four assistant principals
interviewed. Each assistant principal had a slightly different understanding of the program’s
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mission and vision. However, all four assistant principals expressed the need to clarify the
mission and vision for the AR/SEL Advisory Period program, and to clearly communicate this to
all PHS stakeholders.
Perceptions of the Program’s Mission and Vision. A wide range of perceptions existed
among the four assistant principals regarding characteristics of the AR/SEL Advisory Period
program’s mission and vision. Wren described essential attributes of the program’s mission and
vision and vision to include: “SEL; conflict resolution; transitional tools and forums to handle
the stresses of home, school, work, and life as an adolescent.” She believed that at its core, the
mission and vision of the AR/SEL AP program is to “prepare students for the next step in their
lives.” Wren also believed that the mission of the program is to help students navigate their
journey and “transition to the next level.” Wren shared this may include “tools on how to
effectively self-advocate; real-world skills of negotiating; educative sessions on vaping,
substance abuse, safe sexual activity.” Wren shared that this could be implemented through a
module on “how to establish good credit,” or by the lifesaving skills of “seeking to help during a
mental health crisis,” and these are “aspects of what the AR/SEL Advisory Period program can
offer students.”
MJ stressed that the overarching mission and vision rests in what our district and school
goals are: “100% student success in college, career, and life.” MJ suggested that the AR/SEL
AP program be tailored to “personalize academic and SEL supports,” in order to achieve “100%
success for all of our students at PHS.”
Lane shared that the mission and vision is “to be able to connect every student with at
least one adult” professional in the school setting. “The SEL lessons, together with academic
support systems is what it’s all about.” Lane also perceived the program’s mission is all about
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“connecting kids with adults,” while also seeking to be the “conduit that connects kids to
anything they need.” He describes resources, whether academic, SEL, personal needs, mental
health supports as “really anything that a student or teacher needs.” Lane noted, “that is how we
were so successful as a school during COVID-19, [and] I believe that is what will make AR
successful too.”
Graham described the program’s mission and vision is to “educate the whole child, in a
holistic manner.” Graham shared that the implicit message from teachers and administrators
needs to be, “we care about you.” He stated that all students can read “actions, body language, all
while de-coding words,” so “authenticity and consistency are key.”
Confirm and Disseminate the Program’s Mission and Vision. Each assistant principal
stressed that a clear mission and vision for the AR/SEL Advisory Period program is needed, and
that this should be communicated to all stakeholders the of PHS. Wren stated that “the next big
thing” is to “create a culture around AR of accountability and expectation,” especially in
academics. To continue to hold a high standard for teachers and students, while offering support,
“in all ways, to make every stakeholder successful.” MJ voiced that continuing to communicate
positive messages and promoting collaboration among all stakeholders within AR will send a
message that is “all-inclusive and impactful.”
Graham shared that the PHS school culture and school motto are “solid,” but we need
to “solidify what AR’s message really is.” He believes if we can rally around a central mission,
vision, and school-wide goal, “our students’ academic, social, and emotional needs can truly be
met.” The four assistant principals also shared several benchmarks to capture the mission and
vision for the AR/SEL Advisory Period program. The program’s mission should resonate with
the hallmarks of PHS’s “school culture, while reflecting school belonging and holistic care for
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students,” according to Graham. Each assistant principal indicated 100% success meant that each
student’s academic as well as social and emotional learning needs were met.
Findings from Teacher Leader and Assistant Principal Focus Groups
Three focus groups were held to gain the perspectives and experiences of teacherleaders and assistant principals regarding strengths of the AR/SEL Advisory Period program
and what could be improved (see Appendix B for Focus Group Question Protocol). All
participants in the focus groups have been teacher-leaders or administrators in the program for
one school year. In each focus group, participants shared their fondest memories from the
AR/SEL Advisory Period Program classroom, strengths, as well as areas of opportunity and
growth, and next steps to improve the AR/SEL AP Program. Focus groups 1 and 2 each
consisted of five teacher-leaders who have been a facilitator in the AR/SEL AP Program. Focus
group 3 consisted of four assistant principals who have been site-based, administrative leaders at
PHS during the creation and implementation of the AR/SEL AP Program.
Table 5. Themes from Teacher Leader Focus Groups
Themes
Strengths

Areas of Opportunity

Next Steps to Improve
Program

Description of Themes
• Nurturing relationships
• School-wide messaging (Morning Show)
• Fostering a community of care
• Gaining teacher buy-in
• Providing academic assistance
• Looping within AR/SEL AP class
• Promoting student extra-curricular involvement
• Identify student leaders, create AR student advisory board
• Identify teacher leaders, create AR teacher team
• Engage in program development

Strengths of the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program
Nurturing Relationships. For the first five minutes in each focus group, teacherleaders were asked to relay moments of impact they had experienced during the facilitation of
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their AR class, and to describe their fondest memory from their AR class. The teacher leaders’
memories and most significant moments of impact centered around forging relationships with
students. These powerful experiences were described as helping to build relational capacity in
the AR/SEL AP classroom. All teacher leader focus group members expressed the positive
impact of strong relationships among teachers and students, as well as peer-to-peer connections,
and how those nurturing relationships were strengthened as a result of the AR/SEL Advisory
Period program. Other fond recollections rested on moments when the teacher leaders felt they
had assisted students in meaningful and lasting ways.
Respondent Liam shared, “With my own AR class I’m able to take them [students] out
into the natural surroundings of our campus, and have them see the connections between the
science and math in the beautification project happening with my STEAM classes.” Liam also
reflected, “relationships are part of the entire school community. Adults, or students, it doesn’t
really matter. Anyone, regardless of age or role, will respond to someone that cares about them.”
Pete expressed about how “last year AR was so empowering, as we were all experiencing
COVID-19.” He felt that “AR supported our SEL needs” as a school:
My AR class grew very close. There was a family-type of bond. I mean, members of my
AR class from last year still come back this year to visit me. That really resonated with
me that the students felt such a connection they sought me out the next school year.
Summer shared about how AR allowed students to talk about crisis in their lives. She
described how an AR teacher “could be an advocate for students.” Liam reflected how their role
in AR allowed them “to direct students to the exact supports they need. I’ve never talked to Ms.
T. (school social worker) so much; which is a good thing!” Fisher spoke about a senior in their
AR class who needed volunteer service hours for Florida Bright Futures:
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I was able to support him and point him in the right direction to achieve this goal. I was a
conduit to share the right avenues and direction to take to meet the requirements.
Because of it, this student has a full scholarship and is university-bound in the Fall!
Each teacher leader within both focus groups described how their role within the AR/SEL
Advisory Period program class as a conduit to the supports and expert personnel students needed
was an affirmation to the positive impact their close relationship with students could have. For
example, respondent Rosa shared how icebreaker activities at the beginning of AR were some of
their fondest memories from years one and two. She shared:
Students are always so guarded at first. Seeing them open up is great! They start out as
zombies sometimes (laughter), and then find themselves contributing and becoming a
part of our class culture and family – almost without realizing it. I kind of pride myself
on that!
Three out of five members of Focus Group 1 and four of the five members in Focus
Group 2 relayed instances where their efforts to engage students at the beginning of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period, whether through ice-breaker or check-in activities, were beneficial in
establishing and maintaining nurturing relationships. Respondent Sal described: “Relationships
are a part of the entire school community. The human interaction and relationship building is so
important. Everyone wants someone to care about them.” Charlie shared the strong bonds her
AR/SEL Advisory Period program students exhibited during the current school year. Respondent
Rosa talked about the amazing opportunity to, “through strong and meaningful relationships,
seek resolution, and resolve to assist students with any type of conflict or need in their lives.”
She went on to share: “How is that any different than society? It’s not! (Laughter). We get to
teach the humanity and the human condition side of things.”
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School-Wide Messaging and Impact Via The Morning Show. The campuswide broadcast, The Morning Show, telecast important messages, culturally relevant material,
and the ability to showcase best practices of teachers. In addition, stellar student work, school
spirit challenges, positive behavior management systems incentives were disseminated schoolwide during the AR/SEL Advisory Period program.
Respondent Sal described how the Morning Show provided a format to showcase lessons
she had created, and to impact students school-wide:
I have been able to create some of the lessons and activities that were broadcast on the
Morning Show. It was really exciting to get to see the kids get engaged and invested.
Their pride in what they made; what they learned; and hearing the positive feedback was
so cool. The incentives made it fun too!
Mallory intimated that the Morning Show was instrumental in promoting equity and
inclusion. She stated:
The sense of community that AR creates is very life affirming and just what we needed
during COVID-19 and beyond. Learning about other cultures. And getting to explore and
share the SEL curriculum to the entire student body and faculty at PHS is really fulfilling
to me. It’s really why I got into education in the first place; to make a difference!
Jo spoke about how the campus-wide forum fostered camaraderie and community. She
described how: “the Kahoot! [interactive online quiz] about the staff lifted the spirits of the entire
school! It also opened the door for more authentic adult-to-student relationships, which is what
AR is all about.”
“In the campus-wide forum of the Morning Show, or in individual classrooms, we
[AR/SEL classroom teachers] are modeling what should happen,” expounded Summer. She
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further extrapolated, “We can’t lose heart if everyone doesn’t engage right away. By the end of
this year, I bet they will!” Fisher stated that:
It is important to get the positive message of AR out there. If we utilize the positive adult
and student voices, while capitalizing on the Morning Show and campus-wide, fun
bonding activities; We can build the excitement and momentum around AR, and all of its
positive outcomes.
Lynn described the comprehensive knowledge most of our students exhibited when
questioned about our school motto and mantra. This, she shared, was a direct result of the media
blitz during the Morning Show through the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program. Thus, all Focus
Group 1 and 2 members agreed that the ability to reach everyone on our campus through the
Morning Show broadcast was a galvanizing and synergistic event for all stakeholders at PHS.
Fostering a Community of Care. All focus group participants in both Focus Groups 1
and 2 expressed how the AR/SEL Advisory Period program provided a safe space and multiple
supports, which resulted in a community of care. Charlie shared how the opportunity for
academic supports and time with connect students to link them with the resources they need to
succeed academically being a “really a great aspect of AR! One of my AR students shared with
me their journey from an “F” in a class, to their success of bringing the grade up to a “C.”
Lynn shared their feelings around the satisfaction of being able to make a difference and
impact in a student’s life. Fostering students and positively influencing their academic, social,
and emotional growth was a motivating factor in creating a community of care within her
AR/SEL AP classroom. She described:
Those moments when you are able to help students who need an extra hand. Whether it’s
to get a student a backpack, connect to counseling they may need, finding a place to
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spend the night for a student who is facing homelessness, or just cheer up a kid who you
can tell is having a bad day. It’s those really nice moments when you know you’ve made
a difference. Like somebody said; it’s why I became a teacher!
All members of Focus Groups 1 and 2 agreed that the even the most resistant students,
and those adolescents hardest to reach, were reaping the benefits of being in the AR/SEL
Advisory Period program, although it may have seemed they weren’t totally engaged at first. The
respondents described instances where a student’s exposure to the teacher, other members of the
AR/SEL Advisory Period class, the content, and activities were impactful. Mallory stated:
Creating a school-wide culture of care, and connection within our ecosystem is crucial.
AR is a great opportunity and vehicle to accomplish this! Even when students act like
they aren’t listening, or they don’t care; they are!
In addition to strong relationships, teacher leaders within the two focus groups shared
similar perceptions about the significance when students’ voices were heard within their AR/SEL
Advisory Period class. This was a powerful driver in solidifying the AR/SEL Advisory Period
program class as a community of care.
Areas of Opportunity
All teacher-leader participants from Focus Group 1 and 2 arrived at a consensus that top
opportunities for growth in the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program included gaining buy-in from
all teachers and providing students with academic assistance. Other areas of opportunity and
growth for the AR/SEL Advisory Period program discussed were looping with the same AR
class each year, and cultivating meaningful student involvement in extra-curricular activities.
Gaining Teacher Buy-In. Teacher leaders in both Focus Groups expressed the
importance of having all teacher facilitators in the AR/SEL AP program classrooms completely
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committed to their role and the advisory program’s purpose. Without teacher buy-in, the focus
group members shared they believed the AR/SEL Advisory Period program would “fail.” Pete
stated:
I do believe a grade level focus, with specialized teachers, who excel at those grade
levels, could not only create more buy-in, but [this] would also assist in relationship
building overall. For example 9th and 10th graders need study skills. 11th and 12th graders
need more graduation and life skills-ready training.
The necessary component of teacher buy-in was described by all members of both focus
groups in ensuring the success of the AR/SEL Advisory Period program. Each respondent also
mentioned, and/or agreed, that teacher-buy-in was a precursor, as well as necessary component
to ensure student buy-in. For example, Respondent Jo expressed the “need to amplify how I do
believe in and trust the sincerity of the program.” They shared that sharing that information can
create a more positive culture which results in more faculty buy-in. Respondent Lynn indicated
that providing “positive reinforcements to students who are putting in the effort, along with
shout-outs and incentives,” can go a long way in capturing buy-in. “Faculty and student buy-in is
the most important thing,” they stated.
Providing Academic Assistance. In both teacher leader focus groups, the respondents
agreed that providing additional academic assistance was an opportunity for growth in the
AR/SEL Advisory Period program. While there were “pockets” of excellent ideas and resources
(i.e., WAG forms and Graduation ready checklists), continuity, intentionality and personalization
regarding providing academic help was missing. Summer described how “academic help could
be strengthened by building an Academic Resource kit…where different content area leaders
could create and tweak these kits each year.” Fisher shared how “the multi-grade levels in AR
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can really break the mold and inspire kids to mature and grow; while learning from their peers.”
All respondents in both focus groups indicated that a more “focused,” and “actionable” academic
assistance plan that could be implemented into the AR/SEL Advisory Period program was
needed.
Looping Within the AR/SEL AP Class. In each teacher leader focus group, all
respondents agreed that looping could benefit students. Some respondents had reservations that
were mostly centered around the possibility of a teacher “with no buy-in,” and the potential
negative impact that could have on students. Liam stated that, “If we choose to loop classes, we
must assist in coaching up teachers who are not buying in.” He stated, “Administration and
teacher leaders will need to dig in to this. I do believe that creating the loop system will achieve
better buy-in from both teachers and students.” Respondent Sal shared, “looping would create
more teacher buy-in and relationship building. I think most of us have agreed that that is one of
the most important elements for AR”. There was consensus among both focus groups that the
consistency and long-range opportunity to build relationships due to a looping format was a
positive change for the AR/SEL Advisory Period program.
Respondent Mallory believed a foundational aspect for buy-in was the “opportunity to
loop with the same teacher.” She shared, “If we continue to move kids around, there is no real
continuity. I like the idea of the teacher looping, because the opportunity for relationship
building is invaluable.” Rosa elaborated, “I agree with the looping format for optimum
relationship building. But my only worry is what to do if a group of kids are stuck with a teacher
with no buy-in?” Charlie shared similar sentiments regarding looping, as well as caring about our
students and building relationships. Jo shared that “having a buddy AR class, together with
looping, could really help with continuity and building connections.” They described how it

84

could also help when someone is absent, or when extra support is needed for “tough, or sensitive
subject matter.” The rationale behind these perceptions was that a buddy class can help with
cohesiveness, and that looping may result in committed, strong relationships.
Promoting Student Extra-Curricular Involvement. The teacher leaders in focus
groups 1 and 2 shared stories about the positive effects of students who were involved and
connected to either an academy, club, arts group, service organization, or an athletic team. The
students who were not involved in any extra-curricular activities was a point of concern for the
teacher leaders in Focus Groups 1 and 2. The opportunity to utilize the school-wide audience in
the AR/SEL classroom to ensure all students’ involvement in an extracurricular activity at PHS
was viewed by all Focus Group participants as a best next step. Fisher wondered, “Is there a way
to comprehensively check that a kid is in at least one school group?” Other respondents
expressed similar concerns. For instance, Mallory believed a requirement of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period Program should be for students to “prove involvement in at least one schoolbased club, athletic team, arts group, honor society, or volunteer organization.” Charlie
expressed that “having clubs and different extracurricular groups [more involved] in AR” could
increase student buy-in and engagement.
Next Steps to Improve the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program
In the second half of the focus group, participants offered next steps to improve the
AR/SEL Advisory Period program at PHS. Their next steps included: 1) identifying student
leaders and creating an AR/SEL student Advisory Board; 2) identifying teacher leaders and
creating an AR/SEL teacher Advisory Board; and 3) engaging in program development.
Identify Student Leaders and Create a Student Advisory Board. Each member of
teacher leader Focus Groups 1 and 2 agreed that there needed to be more student “voice and
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choice” as we continue to strengthen the AR/SEL Advisory Period program. Liam shared that
“tapping into student leaders, and empowering them to encourage the positive talk around AR,
[while also] becoming a part of the creative team will create a positive buzz and vibe.” Pete
agreed and stated that “creating more student empowerment by developing an AR student
advisory board” would be a start. “These students could brainstorm on topics and lesson ideas
for future AR classes.” He went on to share, “when students see someone like themselves
touting and leading in AR; they get excited about it! A club president, or student body officer
will get buy-in from a lot of the students on campus.” All members of both focus groups
perceived that student voices create a bigger impact than teacher or administrator voices.
Identify Teacher Leaders / Create an Advisory Board and Teacher Teams. Through
discussion among both sets of focus group members, teacher leaders expressed that the teachers
of the AR/SEL Advisory Period needed to have a resource group of teachers to meet with. Ideas
centered on the creation of a teacher advisory board whereby ideas, best practices, and creative
solutions to barriers could be discussed. Summer shared that she could be a “greater force” in
offering “concrete ideas to the teacher and administrative AR committee.” Providing
“opportunities in other teacher leader groups to brainstorm for unique and creative AR ideas,
while sharing the load, and spreading the wealth of ideas,” is key, in her estimation, of how to
move forward. Fisher talked about “creating a department or campus AR Team…if someone is
out, we take their AR class.” He continued, “we need to create AR communities within
hallways. This can really help with friendly competitions, camaraderie, and assistance!”
Engage in Program Development. The respondent teacher leaders in Focus Groups 1
and 2 agreed that to move the AR/SEL Advisory Period program forward, proactive, timely, as
well as “backwards-planning” were systems that needed to be implemented. For instance, the
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summer preceding a school year was, as agreed upon by all teacher leaders, the optimal time to
pre-plan, and calendar out themes, agenda items, mandatory messaging, as well as other key
factors of the AR/SEL program’s evolution. Several participants shared that providing resources,
curriculum, and technology in a “ready-to-use” format would be most beneficial and motivating
to teachers. This, all respondents expressed, would result in student engagement. Sal shared that
intentional “pre-planning, forethought and clearer communication are key.” [We need to] “get
stuff out sooner to the faculty; more of a heads up, so there are not feelings of being
overwhelmed.” Mallory described how providing more “plug-n-play opportunities for teachers;
so AR is not one more thing they have to plan for and stress about,” as a recipe for AR success.
“To move forward we really need a clearer direction, mission, and purpose. And to communicate
that effectively too,” he shared. The clear purpose will assist in streamlining and also guide in
effective program development.
Table 6. Themes from Assistant Principal Focus Group
Themes
Strengths
Areas of Opportunity

Next Steps to Improve
Program

Description of Themes
• Nurturing relationships
• Providing social emotional learning opportunities
• Gaining teacher buy-in
• Providing personalized academic supports
• Creating a clear mission and vision
• Program development
• Administrative support of teacher development
• Strategic academic supports implementation plan

Strengths of the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program
The members of the assistant principal focus group shared their most impactful
experiences in their observations of the AR/SEL classrooms, as well as their perceptions of the
strengths of the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program, as they monitored and AR/SEL AP program
classrooms, while observing student, as well as teacher facilitator behaviors. The members of the
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assistant principal focus group arrived at a consensus that the top strengths of the AR/SEL AP
Program were nurturing relationships and providing social-emotional learning opportunities.
Nurturing Relationships. Each of the four assistant principals in the focus group
perceived nurturing relationships among teachers and students in AR/SEL Advisory Period
classrooms as central to students’ well-being and success at PHS. Respondent Wren shared that,
“adult mentoring relationships make or break the AR experience for students.” MJ echoed that
“yes; just like with my son. Now, whatever is going to be presented in AR, or asked of him; he’s
gonna do. It is all about that adult relationship with his AR teacher.” MJ expressed the impact of
her child’s AR teacher, Mrs. S. and how “he has developed such a special on-on-one relationship
with her. He was able to come out of his shell as the relationship has grown and blossomed. I
will always be grateful for that.”
Lane shared:
Connections that teachers and students are making. The bonds are growing stronger each
day, and becoming more special and meaningful. Promoting the PBIS events and seeing
kids and teachers get excited and having fun at school. Swagalicious Thursday [when
students dress up, twin with someone else, or sport a themed outfit] is my favorite for
sure!
Each of the four assistant principals cited observational evidence how the strengthening
of teacher-to-student and student-to-student relationships was a direct result of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period program classroom experience.
Providing Social-Emotional Learning Opportunities. Each of the four assistant
principals expressed the poignancy and relevancy of the social and emotional learning (SEL)
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opportunities embedded in the AR/SEL Advisory Period program curriculum. They shared how
these SEL components were of extreme importance, especially with the COVID-19 pandemic.
Lane stated that “the SEL lessons and content being presented by a trusted adult is the
key to our kids’ social and emotional growth for sure. And it has created a campus-wide culture
of care.” Wren discussed how our school resource officers, together with our school social
worker, guidance counselors, and school psychologist have been able to form a “network”
whereby students who need our assistance are “now, because of AR, not slipping through the
cracks.” She continued, “the mental health lessons, exit tickets, and wellness checks during AR,
are all such great safety nets for our students.” Graham shared how self-advocacy skills, along
with an “infomercial on how to use the Say Something App [a 24/7 safety, bullying, &
harassment reporting application developed by the Sandy Hook Promise organization],” are
helping to “save kids’ lives.” MJ remembered the impact the 9-11 lesson and subsequent Who is
Your Hero activity had on her own son: “The emotion he experienced, while realizing who his
true heroes were, was a pivotal moment for him.” She shared, “It was as if I was seeing him
grow up and mature before my eyes.”
MJ also expressed the increase in students’ propensity to self-advocate and seek out their
school counselor for guidance in next steps for post-secondary readiness. As assistant principal
of curriculum, she stated that “blocks of time during AR” that were “dedicated to college and
career readiness,” were instrumental in students getting the academic and “long-range goalplanning” they needed for “post-high school life.” The data spiked in the number of students
going to our College and Career Center during lunch, along with proactive guidance conferences
with students more than tripling.
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Each of the assistant principals discussed how the engagement and interaction of all
teachers and students at PHS was a galvanizing factor for all stakeholders. These occasions were
able to further cultivate the social-emotional learning experiences for all learners at PHS.
Graham expressed how AR/SEL Advisory Period school-wide events can impact all
stakeholders. “The connections, and the opportunity to bring the school together with campuswide events, promotions, fun, challenges, contests, and prizes. It makes for a positive vibe.”
Wren shared, “I remember the Florida State University virtual tour,” that took place during AR,
quarter two. “As a member of the alumni, I was able to introduce the college, and have
connections with students. It also brought universities and colleges right into our AR
classrooms.”
The global pandemic notwithstanding, the assistant principals were all in agreement that
the social-emotional learning opportunities offered during the AR/SEL Advisory Period were of
utmost importance to the wellbeing of the students at PHS.
Areas of Opportunity
All four members of the assistant principal focus group arrived at a consensus that the top
areas of opportunity for the AR/SEL AP Program are: 1) gaining teacher buy-in; 2) providing
personalized academic supports; and 3) communicating a clear mission and vision for the
AR/SEL Advisory Period program.
Gaining Teacher Buy-In. A central theme among the four assistant principals in Focus
Group 3 was teacher buy-in as a large mitigating factor in improving the AR/SEL Advisory
Period program. All four assistant principals expressed that the AR/SEL AP Program was
instrumental in evoking and inspiring a positive school culture, while also providing students a
safe space, and that this had translated into more student and teacher buy-in. However, the
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concurrence among all assistant principals was that there was still “a long way to go” in
achieving buy-in from the entire faculty and staff at PHS.
Graham shared how aspiring leaders have surfaced within our school to assist them in
strengthening the effectiveness of AR. “Without these opportunities to creatively expand the
program, we might have missed out on these potential leaders, and their untapped gifts.” This
was another mitigating factor in the promotion of buy-in by teachers. For example, through the
involvement of emergent leaders, especially in the progression of the AR/SEL AP Program, their
residual buy-in exponentially caused greater overall teacher buy-in.
Wren shared that “conversations with individual teachers, and pop-in visits to coach up
AR teachers [in a real-time environment] would be helpful [in establishing buy-in],” with an
emphasis on, “how can I help you?” The rationale being that the administrator was offering
support and mentoring to the AR/SEL Advisory Period classroom teacher. In other words, no
punitive or evaluative measures would be employed. This type of non-threatening and risk-free
environment would be a “game changer,” in creating teacher buy-in according to Wren.
MJ felt that “strategic scheduling of students, and the opportunity to loop with the same
AR teacher will really help with buy-in.” She described this practice as “solidifying” for teachers
in building relationships with students, and aid in teacher-buy-in.
Graham believed that assistant principals could be more “proactive” by bringing creative
“ideas about AR from teachers to the principal,” and could get more stakeholders involved to
solve the “academic supports problem.” This, he believed, would “really fast track buy-in,” from
teachers. Graham also shared that assistant principals can “set the AR expectations in pre-school
and other departmental meetings,” so there is no “mystery” about what AR teachers need to be
doing in their AR class. He stated administrators needed to be “cautionary” in their tone and

91

demeanor, so as to garner “more teacher buy-in.” Graham strongly suggested administrators
“create conditions for the teachers to thrive,” in order for teachers to buy-in and be motivated in
their AR/SEL Advisory Period program teacher facilitator role. In other words, “offer more PD
[professional development],” provide curriculum and topics “sooner, rather than later,” Graham
described.
MJ reflected, “ask for teachers’ thoughts on the program in natural, risk-free
conversations. Really listen, take note, and act on their feedback.” This may promote teacher
buy-in because they would feel their voice, role, and educational expertise are valued. Wren
believed that, as an assistant principal, “offering to push in to a struggling teacher’s AR class is a
game changer.” She described this action as not only providing an opportunity for assistant
principals to “model best practices,” but to also embody the concept of “putting your money
where your mouth is,” as an administrator over the AR/SEL Advisory Period. These
demonstrative practices may contribute to further buy-in of the faculty at PHS.
Providing Personalized Academic Supports. There was agreement among the four
assistant principals that another missed opportunity in the AR/SEL Advisory Period program
implementation thus far, was the creation of systems to provide students with personalized
academic supports tailored to their scholastic needs. Graham felt there was an absence of our
“academic resource traction.” While most of the focus was on SEL during the AR/SEL Advisory
Period class during years one and two, all four assistant principals in Focus Group 3 relayed that
the lack of a cohesive academic support systems action plan is a “missing linchpin” for our PHS
students. All administrators indicated we must develop and implement a process to promote
personalized academic supports moving forward.
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Graham shared that we, as a leadership team, need to “really drill down on a granular
level to make the focus, yes SEL, but give more attention to the academic side,” as it is more
complicated and ‘has been accidentally neglected in AR.” MJ envisioned an academic supports
“wheel-type” model whereby students are “rotated through” the unique tutoring, mentoring, or
academic and assessment skills practice sessions they need. While relationships and social,
emotional learning were benchmarks of success in the AR/SEL Advisory Period, it was glaringly
apparent that “academic supports were lacking,” according to Graham.
Creating a Clear Mission and Vision. Although the assistant principals had
similar thoughts and ideas regarding the intended purpose of the AR/SEL Advisory Period
program, no one could provide a clear and cohesive mission and vision for the program.
Lane shared:
The creation and communication of a strategic and clear mission and vision statement is
something that we must have before we begin another year of AR. It has evolved, but we
need to be clear on where we want to go.
Lane also advocated for “creating a mission and vision that involves the voice and choice of
students and teachers.” He described that if teachers and students are a “part of the decisionmaking process, that will make the mission and vision [of the AR/SEL Advisory Period] that
much more powerful, and inspirational.”
Wren stated that the program mission and vision should include the “goal of 100%
success for students.” She described that while that motto is also the goal for our district,
“whatever the mission and vision statement is for AR, 100% should be a part of it.” Graham
shared that “academic resources should be emphasized as much as the SEL components” in
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whatever iteration the mission and vision becomes. And MJ felt that the mission and vision
should mirror our district’s mantra of “100% student success in college, career, and life.”
All four assistant principals concurred that the mission and vision should be created in a
joint effort with faculty, staff, and students. Once a mission and vision are solidified, all four
assistant principals were unanimous that a strategic media, marketing, and branding blitz should
take place to disseminate the program’s mission and vision to all stakeholders within PHS.
Next Steps to Improve the Program
The assistant principals had visionary ideas around next steps to improve the AR/SEL
Advisory Period Program at PHS, focusing primarily on program development, administrative
support of teachers, and enacting a strategic academic implementation plan.
Program Development. Each of the four assistant principals in Focus Group 3 had
slightly different viewpoints on next steps in program development for the AR/SEL Advisory
Period. However, they did not disagree with their colleagues’ ideas. For example, Lane felt that
having an administrator as a member on a team to “edit and vet Morning Show content for
relativity and engagement factors, while also offer opportunities for kid and teacher leaders to
want to share their voice and choice,” [will move the program forward] “immensely.” He
believed a missing piece in the effectiveness of the Morning Show was having a school leader,
with the “global vision of AR’s purpose.”
Graham’s concerns with next steps were that we, as a leadership team, would continue to
“shy away from” the hard work of identifying “truly effective academic supports.” He stressed
the importance of making “academic success the most important focal point for next year.”
For Wren, crucial aspects of next steps to improve the AR/SEL Advisory Period program
included the creation and continuation of additional activities that bring students, faculty, and
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staff together. She advocated for more “incentives for students and teachers, and [continuing to]
offer interactive contests, [as well as] school-wide events that cultivate bonding and belonging.”
When discussing and describing her feelings about the most “powerful” next steps to
ensure the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program’s development, MJ was concerned that we make
certain the content of the “AR class curriculum should always be relevant to what teenagers
need, and are going through.” MJ referenced how personal a topic this is, as her son is a student
at PHS. MJ suggested continuing to “create exciting, engaging, and collaborative content [with a
focus on] meaningful topics for adolescents and their teachers.”
Administrative Support of Teachers. The four assistant principals in Focus Group 3
arrived at a consensus regarding the need for administrative leaders to be more involved as
coaches, mentors, and models of best practices in support of the teacher facilitators in the
AR/SEL Advisory Period. For example, Wren stated, “we [administrators] should be present in
the AR classrooms, [and] conduct random walk-throughs in a curious, and supportive manner.”
She went on to describe, “AR class checks should be friendly, and helpful.” Wren cautioned the
group about how negativity could spread, unless we, as leaders, cultivated a “risk-free culture”
amongst the AR/SEL Advisory Period teachers.
In addition to observational rounds, and random, or intentional fidelity checks, each of
the four assistant principals expressed the need for professional development for the AR/SEL
Advisory Period teachers. They believe the professional development sessions should be led by
the principal and assistant principal team, and must explicitly present, guide, and model
exemplar best practices of the AR/SEL Advisory Period classroom teacher facilitator.
Graham, who possesses a significant background in professional development shared,
“we really need to intentionally plan and place the AR PD in our pre-school calendar.” He
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expressed strong feelings around “quarterly check-ins,” where teachers and teacher leaders could
interact, “while being supported by the admin team.” Another intriguing idea Graham shared was
to create several prototypes of “best practice lab models of what a high-performing AR class
looks, feels, and sounds like.” These archetypes would include “student-run, teacher facilitated,
and a high-engagement, interactive, school-wide AR class, in action,” he explained. All four
assistant principals conveyed that administrative support must be “planned, intentional, and
calendared.” In other words, the observations and walkthroughs could be random, however the
“intention,” and “look-fors,” had to calibrate amongst our leadership team.
Strategic Academic Implementation Plan. Each of the four assistant principals in focus
Group 3 were concerned that the academic support aspect of the AR/SEL Advisory Period
program had “taken a back seat,” to SEL programming, as well as district and state mandated
items. Graham was the most adamant that the infusion of an “innovative, personalized academic
support system” was the next important step. He expressed anxiety about not having tried to
“tackle this problem sooner.” In fact, Graham believed this “miss,” and our inability to “not
come up with a fix for students yet,” was “AR’s biggest fail.” He also shared with the Focus
Group 3 members that this perceived “nonsuccess” was causing him “so much angst.”
MJ, who oversees curriculum for PHS, offered some ideas to provide tailored academic
supports as the focus group was brainstorming. These suggestions included a “wheel-type”
model that could afford students the opportunity to “choose, and branch out during the AR
class,” to a specific area at PHS that could offer the “exact academic support a student needed.”
AP S. also described how students could be identified by teachers as to their specific academic
needs, moved to strategic areas, and expert teachers could “push-in” to lend support.
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Lane and Wren shared wonderings about the role of PHS’s guidance team and support
staff in assisting the administrative team in the creation of processes and procedures for early
academic need identification. These processes and procedures would need to work in tandem
with systems to effectively connect students with the correct academic supports. Wren stated,
“there has to be a way for us to streamline this process, in a timely way.” She expressed the need
to “not let any grass grow under our feet, when it comes to academic supports for students.”
Conclusion
Teacher leaders and assistant principals from PHS shared their experiences within the
program during the COVID-19 pandemic in individual interviews, along with pivotal stories
about student well-being, relationships, and impactful experiences provided by the AR/SEL
Advisory Period Program. Three focus groups [2 teacher leader focus groups; 1 assistant
principal focus group] were held to gain the perspectives and experiences of teacher-leaders and
assistant principals regarding strengths of the AR/SEL Advisory Period program and what could
be improved.
Similarities Across Teacher Leader and Assistant Principal Interviews. Salient
commonalities across teacher leader and assistant principal interviews included: 1) the AR/SEL
Advisory Period program’s ability to foster a community of care; 2) the need to gain teacher and
student buy-in; and 3) to clarify and communicate a clear, coherent mission and vision to
encompass all stakeholders at PHS. I believe the teacher leaders and assistant principals shared
these commonalities because of their shared experiences, albeit from uniquely different
perspectives. For instance, both subgroups witnessed multiple instances of the AR/SEL AP
program’s ability to provide a supportive community of care. In addition, both groups saw how
powerful student and teacher relationships could be, when buy-in was present. Antithetically,
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how wide the disconnect when buy-in was not occurring from neither students or teachers. The
overall consensus from both groups around the confusion, and at times, chaos, that a lack of a
clear mission and vision for the AR/SEL AP Program was causing for all stakeholders was
sobering.
Differences Across Teacher Leader and Assistant Principal Interviews. There were
essentially no differing viewpoints from the two unique sets of respondents. However, due to the
continuing higher education and experiences of the assistant principals interviewed, this group of
educational leaders conveyed a theme that was not mentioned in teacher leader interviews: the
importance of program implementation and development of the AR/SEL AP program.
Similarities and Differences Across Focus Groups. The only agreed upon element
regarding strengths of the AR/SEL Advisory Period program from the teacher leader and
assistant principal focus groups was the power of nurturing relationships. Teacher leaders also
indicated that school-wide messaging via the Morning Show, and fostering a community of care
were the most impactful elements of the program. In contrast, the assistant principal focus group
cited social-emotional learning opportunities as the biggest strength of the AR/SEL Advisory
Period, other than nurturing relationships.
For areas of opportunity the teacher leaders and assistant principal focus group members
achieved consensus in two areas: teacher buy-in and provision of personalized academic supports
for students. Teacher leaders expressed the next two areas of opportunity were looping within the
AR/SEL Advisory Period and the promotion of student extra-curricular involvement. The
assistant principals’ focus group was unanimous in the need for a clear mission and vision for the
AR/SEL Advisory Period program.
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When discussing next steps to propel the program forward, both teacher leader focus
groups and the assistant principal focus group shared a similar commitment to program
development overall. However, that is where the similarities ended. For the teacher leader focus
groups, ensuring teachers were engaging in the program development was of great importance to
them. They saw a pathway to this involvement by initiating a teacher leader “AR Team.” They
were also adamant about including student voice by forming a student advisory board. Next
steps, according to the assistant principal focus group, was for improved administrative support
of teacher development. There was also a call for a strategic academic supports implementation
plan for all students that could be employed during the AR/SEL Advisory Period program.
The unique and somewhat dissimilar foci on next steps for the advancement of the
AR/SEL Advisory Period program reflects teacher leaders’ and assistant principals’ distinctive
expertise and differing roles within PHS and the AR/SEL Advisory Period program itself.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this qualitative case study program evaluation was to investigate teacher
leaders’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of the Academic Resource, Social, and Emotional
Learning Advisory Period Program at one, large, suburban high school. Phenomenological case
study methodology was used to answer the following evaluation question: How do the assistant
principals, school-based leadership team members, department chairs, and academy leaders
perceive the Academic Resource and Social Emotional Learning (AR/SEL) Advisory Period
embedded within the school day at one large, comprehensive, suburban, public high school?
Stake’s (2005) case study research, as well as Brinkman and Kvale’s (2018) interview inquiry,
and grounded in Lincoln and Guba’s (2013) constructivism, provided the theoretical framework
for the program evaluation. Fifteen AR/SEL Advisory Period Program teacher leaders and four
assistant principals at PHS were interviewed. Three focus groups were conducted. Focus Group
1 and Focus Group 2 consisted of five teacher leaders each, who are current teacher/facilitators
of the AR/SEL AP Program. Focus Group 3 included the four site-based assistant principals.
Participating teacher leaders and administrators shared their lived experiences (Stake, 2005) and
perspectives of the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program. Key conclusions are discussed, based on
a synthesis of themes from teacher leader and assistant principal interviews and focus groups
(see Table 7), and how they contribute to the literature. Implications for scholarly practice,
limitations and recommendations for future study, along with concluding comments are
discussed.
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Table 7. Conclusions Based on Themes from Participant Interviews and Focus Groups
Conclusions from
Themes from Data
Sources
1. Fostering a
community of care
and meaningful
relationships may
have allowed the
Program to serve
as a conduit of
equity.
2. Academic and
social emotional
supports within the
Program are key to
ensuring 100%
student success.
3. Ensuring buy-in
among teachers
and students and
communicating a
coherent, clear
mission and vision
is critical for
program
sustainability and
effectiveness.
4. Program
implementation
that includes
curriculum
development and
teacher
professional
training is crucial
to program
expansion.

Teacher
Leader
Interviews
Nurturing
relationships;
cultivating
connections;
school-wide
messaging;
fostering a safe
space for all
Year 1 to Year 2
transition from
hybrid to inperson; SEL,
with more AR
inclusion
Buy-in has
increased Year 1
to Year 2;
AR/SEL
Advisory Period
Program’s
Mission and
Vision is
unknown or
unclear
The direction,
intention of the
program, and
the role of the
AR/SEL AP
Program teacher
is nebulous

Assistant
Principal
Interviews
Nurturing
relationships;
promoting a
safe space;
school-wide
messaging
for all
Intentional
SEL
curriculum
support; AR
expansion
Looping is a
crucial
component
to buy-in;
promotion of
buy-in from
all; varying
perceptions
of mission
and vision
Intentionality
and purpose
are needed
for the
program’s
direction and
curriculum
development
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Teacher
Leader Focus
Groups
Nurturing
relationships;
school-wide
messaging;
fostering a
community of
care for each
student
Provide more
academic
assistance,
while
sustaining
SEL
Gaining
teacher buy-in
is crucial;
looping may
cultivate both
student and
teacher buy-in

Assistant
Principal Focus
Group
Nurturing
relationships;
providing social,
emotional
learning
opportunities for
all

Identifying
student and
teacher
leaders that
engage in
program
development
(advisory
boards)

Program and
curriculum
development that
stress AR focus,
while retaining
SEL components;
Administrative
support of teacher
development

Strategic
academic
supports &
personalized
pathways (AR &
SEL)
Gaining teacher
buy-in; creating a
clear mission and
vision is key

Conclusion 1
Fostering a community of care and meaningful relationships may have allowed the
AR/SEL Advisory Period Program to serve as a conduit of equity.
There was consensus among participating teacher leaders and assistant principals that
meaningful relationships among teachers and students played a central role in fostering a
community of care within the AR/SEL Advisory Period program. This aligns with prior literature
indicating that positive adult-student relationships can help to meet students’ needs and reassure
students that an adult teacher/mentor is available and present, and that these relationships are
linked to positive academic outcomes for students (Cavell et al., 2021). The adult-student
relationships were a salient theme in how teacher leaders and assistant principals viewed the
success of the AR/SEL Advisory Period program. The meaningful relationships that
characterized the AR/SEL AP program were perceived by participants as being critical to student
success during COVID-19. The opportunity for all students at PHS to engage and facilitate these
meaningful interactions may have helped the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program to serve as a
conduit of equity. An untapped strand of the community of care model is the investigation of
how symbiotic teacher-to-teacher relationships within the AR/SEL Advisory Period could assist
in transcending the growth and sustainability of the program. For instance, clearly defining roles
and responsibilities of an AR/SEL Advisory Period teacher, while identifying mentors/mentees,
cohorts/hall partners, and/or professional development schematics. When a school-wide ethic of
care exists and involves trusting relationships that are accessible to all students, higher levels of
engagement and achievement in the school-setting are promoted (Antrop-Gonzalez & DeJesus,
2006; Davis et al., 2014). Although the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program may provide equity in
terms of providing all students an opportunity to develop meaningful relationships, what remains
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unclear is how to ensure that every student within the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program
establishes and maintains meaningful relationships with an adult and peers. Through a
community of care, equity, and access lens, critical care theory Noddings (1992), Eccles and
Roeser (2011), and Allen and Tichnor-Wagner’s (2016) research informed my work. These
scholars paved the way in postulating how an innovative program may help to promote a
community of care for students and teachers. Their studies laid the foundation for Simmons
(2020) and Duchesneau (2020), whose data demonstrated that an adolescent-centered community
of care emphasizing academic rigor, social and emotional competence may result in equitable
opportunities and higher performance and growth metrics for all students. The intentional focus
on care for our minoritized, as well as low SES, and under-performing youth at PHS receive the
personalized push-in, pull-out, and prescriptive supports they need through the AR/SEL
Advisory Period program. Equitable and accessible care for all students translates through
scheduling students in the AR/SEL Advisory Period in a multi-grade format, while diversifying
the demographics of the AR/SEL Advisory Period classrooms. Professional development for all
teachers in the areas of equity champion, restorative practices, and culturally relevant teaching
practices will be implemented as well..
Conclusion 2
Academic and social emotional supports within the framework of the AR/SEL Advisory
Period Program are key to ensuring 100% student success.
Participating teacher leaders and assistant principals perceived the academic and social
emotional supports provided by the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program as essential to promoting
success for all students. SEL programs have been linked to various academic outcomes,
including higher standardized test scores, improved grades, higher graduation rates, increased
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GPA, as well as improved reading, math, and writing skills (USDOHH, 2002). Students who
matriculate in an SEL classroom demonstrate improved attendance, fewer out-of-school
suspensions, and schools see less exceptional student education referrals (Zins, et al., 2007).
Within a community of care where an ethic of care exists (Cobb & Rallis, 2008), such as the
AR/SEL AP Program at PHS, accelerated levels of social-emotional competence, academic
achievement, and on-time graduation occur (Ancess, 2003; Schussler & Collins, 2006). This
school-wide ethic of care emphasizes respectful, trusting relationships, academic rigor, equity
and access. There is a pivoting from a deficit-based mindset to a strength-based mindset by
considering SEL strategies through an equity lens, as in the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program.
Specifically, there is a transformation within the advisory period from a one-size-fits-all
pedagogy to a recognition of cultural and contextual influences. This transformation may result
in reduced biases and acknowledging the positionality of students (i.e. the unique cultural
perspective; Shriver & Weissberg, 2020). Educational leaders, through the infusion of
intentionally designed processes or innovative programming such as the AR/SEL Advisory
Period program, may set positive effects in motion for students in educational settings.
Transformational design, as well as trans modal elements, rooted in Guba and Lincoln’s (2013)
constructivism, are powerful drivers imbuing human-centered, interdisciplinary processes that
can create sustainably positive changes in educational ecosystems (Arthur, 2014).
Teacher leaders and assistant principals described evidence of strong social, emotional
supports within the AR/SEL Advisory Period. However, the presence of academic resources
were witnessed in isolated and inconsistent instances. While there was a consensus among
participants regarding the benefits of SEL and academic supports embedded within the AR//SEL
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AP Program’s curriculum, a clear pathway to ensuring fidelity and consistency in the delivery
remains unclear, as well as indicators of long-term student success.
Conclusion 3
Ensuring buy-in among teachers and students of the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program is
critical for the program’s sustainability and communicating a coherent, clear mission and vision
for the AR/SEL Advisory Period is imperative in maximizing the program’s effectiveness.
There was a clear consensus among participating teacher leaders and assistant principals
for a need to ensure teacher and student buy-in for the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program, and
that this was critical for program sustainability. While teacher leaders expressed the need for
buy-in from both stakeholders in the AR/SEL advisory, assistant principals went a step further
and described prerequisites to achieving buy-in from students and teachers. One prerequisite for
buy-in mentioned by assistant principals was the creating of a professional development model
for the AR/SEL AP Program teacher/facilitators. With student and teacher buy-in throughout the
AR/SEL Advisory Period Program solidified, the purpose, mission, and vision can be achieved.
This will, in turn, create strength and sustainability for the advisory period.
Teacher leaders and assistant principals agreed that a coherent, clear mission and vision
must be created and communicated to all stakeholders, and that this was also a prerequisite for
teacher and student buy-in. Participants perceived a lack of a clear mission and vision of the
AR/SEL Advisory Period Program, and that this was causing confusion and frustration among
teachers and students. Teacher leaders and assistant principals varied in terms of their
perceptions of what the mission and vision was for the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program; these
varied perceptions have the potential to negatively impact the program. Although participants
agreed that buy-in from all stakeholders had increased, there was consensus that inconsistencies
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in how the AR/SEL AP Program is perceived created dissension and hindered 100% buy-in.
Participants expressed that a clear and consistent mission and vision would be a galvanizing link
to the chain of stakeholders at PHS, regarding the AR/SEL AP Program and its effectiveness.
Conclusion 4
Program implementation and development should include curriculum expansion and
teacher professional training that is crucial to the program’s expansion.
Participating teacher leaders and assistant principals agreed that there should be a
personalized, “wheel-type” academic system implemented whereby students in the AR/SEL
Advisory Period Program classroom can access the scholastic assistance they need. There was a
consensus among participants that the SEL curriculum had taken precedence over academic
supports in the AR/SEL AP Program classroom, and that the program needs to better address
students’ scholastic needs. Within the context of COVID, SEL supports most took precedence
over academic supports. The study participants all agreed that the social and emotional
curriculum was critical to students’ success during this unprecedented time.
The interviewees from both sub-groups also shared that there should be a looping system
whereby students are able to cycle through their high school career with the same AR/SEL AP
Program teacher. The rationale for this caveat is due to the propensity for not only stronger adultto-student and peer-to-peer relationships, but to also solidify the community of care that exists
within the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program classroom. Aligning with prior research (Schussler
& Collins, 2006), the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program aimed to promote a community of care
that includes consistency in caring relationships for all students within the structure of a high
school.
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The teacher leaders and assistant principals agreed there should be a type of vetting
system employed to screen students and ensure involvement in at least one school organization,
club, or activity. This connection to at least one school group and activity has far-reaching
positive effects for high school students as framed in Tichnor-Wagner and Allen’s (2016)
comparative case study. Student membership in at least one PHS group has the potential to
extend the AR/SEL AP Program’s community of care.
A limitation was the absence of teacher training or professional development for the role
of AR/SEL Advisory Period Program facilitator. In addition, there was not an onboarding
process for teachers who began their tenure at PHS later in a school year. Each of the assistant
principals and teacher leaders stressed that these missing elements may, “set the AR teachers up
for failure.” Although experienced educators might have been able to “wing it” as they
described, all of the AR/SEL AP teachers deserved to have an onboarding process and
professional learning pathway that set them up for success.
Educational and Research Implications
This qualitative case study adds to the growing body of research concerning advisory
periods. The presence of a within-the-school-day academic resource, as well as social and
emotional learning period, is an educational innovation; the high school advisory period is a new
initiative in Florida and throughout the United States. Findings from this evaluation have
implications for research, theory, and practice regarding teacher leader and administrators’
implementation of an Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning Advisory Period Program.
This program evaluation also has implications for school-based research investigating
advisory programs, equity, and high school students’ holistic success. This program evaluation
captures innovative and sustainable ways to move this relatively understudied topic forward. The
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issues in a high school setting of communities of care, as well as AR/SEL programming, revolve
around equity, inclusion, fidelity, and sustainability. While we know theoretically-based research
supports the positive social, emotional, and academic effects of communities of care; the
systemic implementation and equitable frameworks do not consistently exist.
This program evaluation has several educational implications. High school principals and
assistant principals are seeking more effective ways to meet the social, emotional, and academic
needs of their adolescent students in an equitable manner, as well as create meaningful
relationships. The AR/SEL Advisory Period Program implemented at PHS could provide a
model in doing so. Specifically, this program created a community of care embedded within each
students’ school day through the use of an advisory period. This advisory period provided
academic and social emotional learning supports to the entire student population, therein
promoting equity and inclusion.
Transformational study is an iterative process and can occur in multiple stages that can be
applied to large, complex, social issues (Abu-Tineh, Khasawneh, & Al-Omari, 2008).
Transformational design theory is integral in creating and ensuring sustainable innovation to
make positive change, such as holistic, equitable, and accessible critical care for all students.
This approach may help in understanding relationships and complex educational, institutional
challenges (Erickson, 2011).
I must continue my practice of reflexivity journaling to ensure the further development of
distributive leadership among all stakeholders within the AR/SEL Advisory Period program.
As an agent of positive change and scholarly practitioner, blending the school-based research and
practice with participatory research is a natural next best step. This will metamorphosize from
student and teacher voice and choice into roles as co-constructors, as they sustain and improve
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this innovative program. Through collective inquiry, students and teachers of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period will engage in the co-development of the mission and vision, curriculum
development and calendaring, and co-create meaningful professional development. This
inclusivity will strengthen the program and ensure even greater buy-in of the students and
teachers.
Scholarly Practice
This study has informed my work as a scholarly practitioner and school leader in a
myriad of ways. Throughout the process of conducting semi-structured interviews and focus
groups, I was impressed with the impact my concentrated listening had on the teacher leaders
and assistant principals. I witnessed participants’ body language transform throughout the
interview and focus group process. For example, initial nervousness and anxiety would transition
to more relaxed behavior, often followed by excited, animated, and passionate gestures.
Similarly, I was struck with what participants had to say. Their perspectives, thoughts, ideas, and
insights were powerful indicators about how to move the program forward. It was an often
humbling, inspiring, and overwhelming process.
The findings of the current program evaluation inform my work moving forward in
several ways. First, I plan to form an advisory group of successful teachers and student
participants who can serve as a sounding board for students, teachers, and school leaders to
further develop and improve the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program. This advisory board could
also broadcast their meeting on the Morning Show to promote real-time buy-in and feedback
from teachers and students. There also need to be more platforms infused into AR (e.g., social
media; interactive technologies) that allow student voice and choice to happen in real time. For
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example, the Near Pod and Kahoot platforms somehow merging with the Remind App, and/or
the PHS Twitter feed, could increase student voice and engagement.
Lastly, as a school leader, I plan to implement observational rounds and collaborative
walk-throughs of the AR/SEL classroom with actionable, specific feedback for teachers to
engage in reflective practice and continual improvement. I also plan to construct a model lab
consultancy of what an exemplary AR/SEL Advisory Period Program Class looks, feels, sounds
like, “in motion.” Exemplar veteran AR/SEL AP Program teachers would demonstrate a best
practice AR/SEL Advisory Period for an audience of teachers. Intentionality in modeling best
practices, curating exemplars, and cultivating collegiality among AR/SEL AP teachers is
imperative as a site-based leader.
Positionality and Reflexivity
It is important for me to reflect upon my positionality, and how it may have influenced
the current case study. I am the principal at PHS and the creator of the innovative AR/SEL
Advisory Period Program. I am the evaluator and supervisor of the participating teacher leaders
and assistant principals. In order to address my multiple roles and engage in reflexivity, I
followed the scholarly and ethical example of Denzin (2018) as well as other qualitative
researchers (Stake, 2005; Simons, 2009) by engaging in ongoing reflective journaling. This
process was instrumental in grounding my perspective. I realized through my journaling that the
pre-interview questioning pilot tests helped to bring the importance of reflexivity to the forefront.
I realized how nervous I was at onset of the interviews and focus groups, and how that could
impact the data. My intentionality of communicating with participants with an emphasis on the
importance of honesty, while trying to encourage and reassure respondents, was a direct result of
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my reflexivity journaling. The process of journaling that began in tandem with strategic entry
points in both digital and datebook calendars, was instrumental in guiding my data collection.
The act of journaling caused me to discover the reality of my goals and aspirations for
the program, and how they would often merge, and at times, collide with the perspectives,
thoughts, and ideas of the participants in this case study. I engaged in ethical relationships with
participants by openly discussing power dynamics (Kim, 2011). I demonstrated trustworthiness
through thick description, multi-vocality, and member reflection, as outlined in Tracy’s (2010)
work. There were tensions within my work when my ideas were challenged by others’ thoughts,
perceptions, and ideas. The prioritizing ethical relationships and trustworthiness in my data
collection was not as much of a struggle as was the releasing of my ideas to move the program
forward.
Throughout the implementation of the AR/SEL AP Program, the interview and
focus group aspects of this case study, and the day-to-day operational capacity, as well as
evaluative nature of my site-based leadership role, I was aware of my positionality. I
employed reflexivity throughout this case study research process and was aware that my
perspective and position could have an effect on the collection, analysis, and reporting of
the data. I was aware that respondents, both teacher leaders and assistant principals, were
at times hesitant to fully disclose their truest feelings about the program, knowing I was the
lead on the project. Their hesitancy came from my position of power, and possible fear of
retribution. To combat this I continued to express the goal of the study, which was to seek
authentic participants’ perspectives, in order to improve the AR/SEL Advisory Period
Program’s effectiveness and impact. I feel I was effective in achieving the aim of this study,
as the participants’ true perceptions of the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program were
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captured.
Limitations and Recommendations for Future Study
The current program evaluation has several limitations. First, this was a single case study
in one, large, suburban high school. This evaluation was conducted during a global pandemic
(COVID-19), which created limitations such as remote and hybrid learning. Participants were
purposefully selected and limited to administrative leaders and teacher leaders within PHS.
These leaders have engaged in much of the preparatory work and support of the AR/SEL
Advisory Period; this may cause participants to support this innovative program initiative or fail
to provide unbiased responses and feedback. In addition, the data gathering timeframe was rife
with commitments and deadlines for administrators and teacher leaders. Quarter 2 is an overcalendared timeframe replete with assessments, mid-term exams, and first semester formal
observation evaluations. This may have created tensions and obstacles in gaining feedback from
key stakeholders, or resulted in less than rich and/or relevant data.
Several directions for future study are recommended. First, future studies could include
high schools in Florida and across the nation to determine whether there are similar findings in
different contexts (Elmore, 1996). Specifically, future study is needed to investigate whether the
AR/SEL AP program may be effective in K-5, 6-8, or K-12 school contexts, as well as schools
with different demographics and urbanicities (e.g., urban, suburban, rural). Depending upon the
cultural intricacies of other high schools, teacher leaders’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of
such AR/SEL AP programs may or may not include themes and conclusions found in the current
study, including programs characterized by communities of care with meaningful relationships,
as well as the importance of teacher and student buy-in as well as communication of a coherent,
clear vision. The key to cultivating advisories in other high schools is scheduling. Essential to
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this innovative reform is the ability to communicate an amenable scheduling model. By
creatively infusing relevant modified bell schedules that can seamlessly imbed advisory periods
within the school day, this progressive advisory period can translate to other high schools. This
emphasizes the need for further research in this area.
Another next step is to support all members of the school community within the advisory
community of care. Ways to enact this include strengthening teacher-teacher relationships, with
teachers meeting weekly, while also helping to connect with the school-based leadership team
(co-participants in both groups). Having intentional common planning times. Creating these
teacher teams earlier in the school calendar year will help with support. For stakeholders, sharing
the load of improving the advisory period will lessen the stigma of this additional period in the
schedule. Providing connections to professional development, as well as model lab
consultancies, will help to demystify what is expected of teachers and will energize them. My
initial studies focused on peer-peer relationships and provided the inspiration for my further
research. Looping, multi-grade levels, and consistent unpacking of stakeholders’ feedback about
the advisory will propel the program forward. The emphasis and focus on students and teachers
within the AR/SEL Advisory Period, while also burgeoning the supportive role of the assistant
principals and principal, are key next steps.
I would like to widen the sphere of this study by seeking all teacher-facilitators’ voices,
together with the perceptions and input of students. Additional studies investigating curricular
structures (e.g., looping of the AR/SEL class; curriculum mapping) as well as balancing of the
SEL and academic curriculum would be beneficial. For instance looping will create strong
teacher-to-student relationships in the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program classroom, while also
solidifying the multi-grade level connection among students. Curriculum mapping and planning
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will ensure that there is intentional placement of all important curriculum in sequential and
appropriate school calendar order. Other promising future directions include learning more about
professional development training and modules for the AR/SEL AP teacher, effective processes,
as well as technological vetting platforms, to ensure the AR/SEL AP program students’ academic
and SEL adjustment. Future program evaluations could include the voices of more teachers of
the AR/SEL AP Program, as well as school leaders and students, as their lived experiences and
perceptions are an integral aspect of continually improving the program.
The dual pandemic played a role in my study and findings. To assist my school in the
midst of the pandemic, I knew I had to implement the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program.
Through the implementation to the aforementioned model consultancy labs and advisory groups,
the program will continue to grow and develop. I must systematically focus on the dual
pandemic’s effects, while seeking to create meaningful curriculum infusing academic, social, and
emotional supports due to the traumatizing effects of COVID. A continuance of the emphasis on
holistic child growth, while providing equity and access for the marginalized child must occur.
Intentionality in creating AR/SEL teacher roles, as well as classroom rosters, while strategic
calendaring and backwards planning will assist in the program’s expansion and improvement.
Dissemination of Findings
I will share the findings of my program evaluation with key stakeholders through a
variety of communicative vehicles. I plan to publish the findings in national journals and
statewide publications, such as the FASA website and ASCD. I will present at state and national
conferences, including KDP, Model Schools Conference, and AVID NatCon. I am scheduled to
present the findings at professional development and deliberate practice seminars to educational
professionals throughout our school district. In addition, I will present the findings to our local
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business and government partners, as well as our entire faculty and staff members at PHS. I am
also working with the Stephen Covey Leadership group and AVID National Conference in the
infusion of advisory period programming into their growth models.
Conclusion
This phenomenological single case program evaluation study included individual
interviews and focus groups with teacher leaders and assistant principals to gain insights of the
AR/SEL Advisory Period Program’s effectiveness t one large, urban high school. The findings
indicate that fostering a community of care within the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program may
have helped to create a conduit of equity. Academic and social-emotional support within the
framework of the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program were perceived as being key to ensuring
100% student success. Ensuring buy-in among teachers and students of the AR/SEL Advisory
Period are viewed as critical for the program’s sustainability. Communicating a coherent, clear
mission and vision for the AR/SEL Advisory Period was considered to be imperative in
maximizing the program’s effectiveness. Program implementation and development should
include teacher professional training and curriculum planning. An academic resource and socialemotional learning period is an educational innovation that may have implications for
educational professionals as related to conducting school-based research.
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APPENDIX A:
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
Individual Interview Protocol for Assistant Principals, School-Based Leadership Team
Members, Department Chairs, and Academy Leader
1. What is your role at PHS and within the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program?
2. What have been your experiences within the program during the COVID-19 dual
pandemic? (Follow up: Can you share a pivotal story about student well-being
and/or the relationships/impactful experiences provided by the AR/SEL Advisory
Period Program?)
3. When the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program is at its best, what is happening?
4. What are areas of growth to move the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program forward?
5. When things break down during the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program, what does
that look like?
6. What is the mission and vision of the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program, and what
does that look like?
7. What is the message of the AR/SEL Advisory Period Program according to all
Teachers/Facilitators? (Follow up: And what does that mean for students?)
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APPENDIX B:
FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL
Focus Group Protocol for Assistant Principals, School-Based Leadership Team Members,
Department Chairs, and Academy Leaders
Purpose: To gain assistant principals’ and teacher leaders’ perceptions and experiences of the
strengths of the AR/SEL Advisory Period and what could be improved.
Participants: Adults who have been administrator/teacher leaders in the program for one school
year.
Question Protocol
1. Tell me a story about your participation in the AR/SEL Advisory Period and
tell us a story about your fondest memory of when the program was at its best. 5 Minutes
2. Let’s talk about strengths.

15 Minutes

Take this piece of paper and write down three things that the AR/SEL Advisory
Period does particularly well. (Give time to write).
a. OK; Let’s go around the table and each of you tell me what you wrote down
and give me a one-sentence description of that thing. (List each item on a flip
chart. If an item is mentioned more than one time, put a check mark next to it for
each additional time it is mentioned).
b. (Pick the one item with the most check marks and say:) A number of you said X
was a strength. Talk more about that. (Discuss two or three items as time allows.)
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3.

Let’s talk about areas of opportunity and growth.

15 Minutes

a. Using the same piece of paper, write down three things that the AR/SEL Advisory
Period could improve upon. (Give time to write).
b. OK; Let’s go around the table and each of you tell me what you wrote down
and give me a one-sentence description of that thing. (List each item on a flip
chart. If an item is mentioned more than one time, put a check mark next to it for
each additional time it is mentioned).
c. (Pick the one item with the most check marks and say:) A number of you said X
could be improved. Talk more about that. (Discuss two or three items as time
allows.)
4. What could you, as a teacher/school leader do to make the AR/SEL

5 Minutes

Advisory Period better?
5. One of the problems that administration, teacher leaders, and teachers

5 Minutes

have expressed is a struggle within the AR/SEL Advisory Period is lack of
participation. How could we more effectively engage all learners?
6. What is the most important thing we have discussed and why?

5 Minutes

7. Is there anything important we have not discussed yet? (Follow up: Why) 5 Minutes
is this meaningful to you?)
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APPENDIX C:
INFORMED CONSENT
Informed Consent Form
Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Program Evaluation Study
Title: Stakeholder Experiences and Perceptions of the Academic Resource, Social-Emotional
Learning Advisory Period in a Large, Community Public High School

Overview: You are being asked to take part in a program evaluation study. The information in
this document should help you to decide if you would like to participate.
•

•

•
•

•

Study Staff: This study is being led by M. Jane Lucas who is a doctoral student in the USF
College of Education Educational Program Development with an emphasis on Educational
Innovation programs. This person is called the Principal Investigator. They
are being guided by Dr. Sarah Kiefer.
Study Purpose: The purpose of the study is to explore the subjective experiences of the
high school leadership team and teacher leaders as they collaborate to implement an
innovative Academic Resource and Social Emotional Learning Advisory Period (AR/SEL
AP) at their large, community, public high school, PHS. Participation will include an up to
sixty-minute interview, and an up to sixty-minute focus group session. Within two weeks
of the interview and focus group session there will be a member checking session to verify
the accuracy of findings. Contacts may be in-person, or through video-conferencing
platforms. Interviews and focus groups will be video and audio recorded.
Participants: You are being asked to take part because you are either an administrator or
teacher leader at PHS who is facilitating the AR/SEL AP. Participants of this study should
be eighteen years of age, or older.
Voluntary Participation: Participation is voluntary. You do not have to participate and
may stop participation at any time. There will be no penalties, or loss of benefits, or
opportunities, if you do not participate; or if you decide to stop, once you start. Your
decision to participate or not participate will not affect your job status, employment record,
employee evaluations, or advancement opportunities.
Benefits, Compensation, and Risk: We do not know if you will receive any benefit from
your participation. You will not be compensated for your participation. This study is
considered minimal risk, as the risks are the same as the risks you face in daily life.
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•

Confidentiality: If we publish the findings from this study, we will keep your information
private and confidential. Anyone with the authority to look at your records must keep them
confidential.

If you have any questions or, concerns, about this study, call M. Jane Lucas at (727) 804-2792.

Informed Consent Form
I freely give my consent to take part in this program evaluation study. I understand that by
signing this form, I am agreeing to take part in this study. I have received a copy of this form to
take with me.

Signature of Person Taking Part in Study

Date

Printed Name of Person Taking Part in Study

Date

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study, what they can expect from
their participation. I confirm that the participant speaks the language that was used to explain this
study, and is receiving an informed consent form, in their primary language.

Signature of Person Obtaining Informed Consent

Date

Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent

Date

139

APPENDIX D:
CASE STUDY BACKGROUND
In November of 2019, I took a small team, (comprised of one Assistant Principal, one
General Education (Gen-Ed) teacher, and one Advanced Placement (AP) teacher, to a high
school in Kansas City that was successful in providing access and opportunity to rigorous
coursework for nearly all of their students. The district Director for Advanced Studies and
Accelerated Coursework for our county, along with her Instructional Staff Developer (ISD)
accompanied us. They had networked with the school in Kansas City and believed that PHS
could not only model and achieve what this high school was accomplishing, but could actually
utilize the prototype, while finessing and tailoring their framework to effect even greater success
for the adolescents at PHS, even earlier and more proactively in their high school career.
Spending a day in observations, as well as debriefing with the principal and leadership
team provided some thought-provoking guidance. This school had also incorporated a type of
Academic Resource (AR) course once a week to support their students academically. At PHS
we had at least a thousand more students, as well as a much more diverse student population to
serve. After arriving back in Florida, the SBLT, A-Team, Teacher Leaders and I went to work.
The realization that an AR (and possibly an AR/SEL) Advisory Period could be the missing key
factor in providing not only academic, but also SEL supports to every one of our PHS students
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began to take root. The one caveat that seemed insurmountable was that in order to embed an
AR/SEL Advisory period during the school day; PHS would have to migrate to a modified
block schedule. This was a diversion from the straight seven period day where all faculty was
guaranteed a daily planning period. In order to glean from the expertise, feedback, and also
to obtain buy-in from our staff, I set up eighteen focus groups to ensure I received feedback
from all 108 PHS faculty members on how an AR/SEL period could unlock supports for each
one of our PHS scholars. Additionally, I invited all other staff members, as well as any itinerant
or district personnel who might want to take part and have their voice heard through this
discourse opportunity. However, the priority was placed on the instructional staff and leaders
who would be at the forefront of, and in an integral role, by embodying and delivering this
transformational AR/SEL initiative to our students. The focus groups took place over ten school
days, resulting in every faculty member’s voice being heard and validated. There were two
teachers who did not attend any of the eighteen focus groups offered. I sought those two faculty
members out individually and held one-on-one sessions with them to seek their thoughts and
feedback. I knew that every stakeholder’s voice mattered.
The focus group effort led to the culmination of collective voices and recurring themes
surfacing regarding the need for equity for all students; access for all students to the unique
programs PHS had to offer; building bridges to some type of community of care for all students;
fostering and maintaining relationships (both adult/mentor and peer-to-peer); and the
establishment of a “security net” through providing belongingness by connection in one of our
Arts groups, Athletic teams, Academies, AVID program, National Honor Societies, and PHS
Clubs. Teachers also felt that we could, and should, offer more rigorous academic opportunities
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to all of our PHS students. However, the caveat being that we must provide some sort of vehicle
for academic, as well as social, emotional support to our PHS students.
Hence the cued entrance for the proposal of an Academic Resource, Social, and
Emotional (AR/SEL) Advisory Period embedded within an PHS student’s school day. As
stated before, the only way for this AR/SEL period to be surgically implanted in the existing
PHS student’s school day, was to create a modified block schedule, and thereby disrupting
every single teacher’s daily schedule. While seeking to provide equity and access for all
students at PHS, I was preparing to ask our faculty to choose an option that would most
assuredly create “haves’ and “have-nots” among our teachers, due to the irregular kerfuffle
that a modified block schedule can cause for the professionals on campus. For this concerted,
systemic, and necessary disruption, I had to get permission from our district Executive
Leadership Team (ELT); gain approval from our teacher’s union (PCTA); recalculate our
student’s seat-time, as well as Carnegie-unit allocations; and most challenging: gain a majority
vote from our PHS Faculty and Staff to modify their school day and teaching schedule.
Two days before the COVID-19 Novel Coronavirus Pandemic overtook education
as we knew it in the United States, the PHS Faculty and Staff, in a majority vote, chose to
innovate and restructure their school day and week by incorporating a modified block schedule
for the 2020-2021 school year. This historic balloting by the PHS faculty laid the foundation
whereby the AR/SEL Advisory Period could be a part of all 2,112 students’ schedules,
inherently creating a long sought-after, and until now, elusive safety-net/cushion/motivator/
inspirational connection opportunity for each student we serve.
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APPENDIX E:
PHS SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS
Student Enrollment numbers in this demographic chart does not reflect dual enrollment, GEP, or
non-full-time student associated with Seminole High School.
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